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  Abstract  
Studies of nonresident fathers have largely neglected the influence of their personality on their 
contact and involvement with children.  The present two-stage study, using quantitative and 
qualitative data collection methods, undertook to investigate the extent to which selected 
personality characteristics influenced nonresident fathers’ continued engagement with 
children. 
 
The study initially collected demographic and personal data from two hundred and sixty 
nonresident fathers throughout Australia.  This first stage of data collection focussed on 
fathers’ experience of the separation and their subsequent frequency and level of contact and 
their level of involvement with children.  It included several multi-item variables, which 
measured nonresident fathers’ relationships with former partners and children, their 
adjustment to their new parental role, their role satisfaction and role strain.  It also included 
measures of fatherhood salience, nonresident fathers’ parental authority within the separated 
family, their satisfaction with that authority, their attitude to child support and their perception 
of resident mothers’ attitude to contact.  It also administered abridged Sensitivity and 
Impulsivity scales devised by Eysenck (1969). 
 
At the second stage of the study, one hundred and thirty-five of these fathers participated in an 
interview.  One hundred and twenty of them completed a personality questionnaire, which 
measured scores on the four folk scales of Responsibility, Socialization, Self-control and 
Good Impression, taken from the California Psychological Inventory. 
 
The study found Socialization was the only selected personality characteristic to be 
significantly associated with nonresident fathers’ engagement with children.  All four folk 
scales were positively correlated with nonresident fathers’ role adjustment, which was 
significantly associated with nonresident fathers’ contact and was part of the model best 
predicting their involvement with children.  Results showed that nonresident fathers’ scores 
on the Sensitivity measure were negatively associated with role adjustment.   
 
Most nonresident fathers in the study had frequent contact with children but limited 
involvement with them.  They reported having little scope to share in parental decision 
making or to be involved in children’s schooling.  The study found fatherhood salience, role 
adjustment, parental authority and attitude to child support to be positively associated with  
 xv
engagement.  It showed interparental hostility, interparental conflict and nonresident fathers’ 
role strain to be negatively correlated with engagement.  The study also found that 
dissatisfaction with parental authority within the separated family, role strain and a negative 
attitude to child support were associated with ongoing interparental hostility.  
 
Qualitative data confirmed nonresident fathers’ common experience of being marginalised 
within the family.  They also revealed that many participants went to great lengths to maintain 
some parental relevancy for their children, despite social and legal systems tending to impede 
them from meeting parental responsibilities and caring for their children. 
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CHAPTER 1 
THE STUDY: ITS SCOPE AND SIGNIFICANCE 
 
1.1. INTRODUCTION 
Early studies of separated families tended to focus on the impact which separation or divorce 
had on mothers and children, and on factors that facilitate or impede their adjustment to family 
disruption.  Divorced fathers, who are notoriously difficult to recruit for research (Daly, 1996; 
Gilgun, Daly & Handel, 1994; Hoffman, 1995; Jacobs, 1982; Lewis & O’Brien, 1987; 
Marsiglio, Amato, Day & Lamb, 2000; Smyth, 2004), received little attention.  Studies of 
separated families which included fathers usually relied on mothers for information about 
fathers’ adjustment to divorce and about the level of their engagement with children (King, 
1994).  Hoffman (1995) suggested that this overall failure to consider children’s relationships 
with nonresident fathers has influenced the questions asked and the conclusions reached about 
the impact of divorce on fathers and children.   
 
The attention given to mothers and children in separated families reflected the overall tendency 
of family studies to focus on the mother-child bond.  Such an approach resulted from 
psychoanalytic and attachment theories which stress mothers’ vital contribution to child 
development and tend to downplay that made by fathers (Cabrera, Tamis-LeMonda, Bradley, 
Hofferth & Lamb, 2000).  More recently, however, the role of fathers in families and their 
contribution to the development of children have received greater attention.  Partly as a reaction 
to the strong influence of feminist research and to significant shifts in family roles and structure, 
the social sciences have become more interested in fathers.  Fathers are now seen as important 
family members who, in ways other than their traditional provider role, can contribute to 
children’s healthy development (Lamb, 1986, Lamb, Frodi, Hwang & Frodi, 1982; Lamb, Pleck 
& Levine, 1987). 
 
Research into fathers’ role in the family and their contribution to children’s adjustment and 
wellbeing reveals a change in attitude towards the meaning of fatherhood in the variety of 
modern-day family structures.  Many fathers do not co-reside with children.  As nonresident 
fathers in separated families, they face similar challenges to fathers in intact families, having to 
clarify their paternal role and how to fulfil it within their particular family structure.  As 
Kissman (1997) attested, fathering after separation occurs within the prevailing culture of 
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fatherhood, which is undergoing substantial changes in developed countries, even though some 
claim that the practice of fatherhood lags behind its culture (Kaye & Tolmie, 1998; LaRossa, 
1988; Lewis & O’Brien, 1987).  
 
Separated or divorced families now constitute about a third of all families in many Western 
societies.  Social sciences’ interest in them has shifted from identifying factors associated with 
separation and divorce and examining the subsequent change in family structure to a focus on 
discovering how separated families, particularly resident mothers and children, adapt to their 
new family structure.  Poster (1978) described this shift as moving from a consideration of 
families on the ‘diachronic level’ to a study of them on the ‘synchronic level’.  In many studies 
of separated families, however, nonresident fathers are missing.  Their absence, no doubt, stems 
in part from their high mobility during the early post-separation period (Hoffman, 1995; Koch & 
Lowery, 1985), and their tendency to avoid professional contact with clinics from which 
research samples of divorced families are often drawn (Jacobs, 1982). 
 
Household surveys relying on resident mothers for information about children’s relationship 
with fathers frequently provide incomplete data about nonresident fathers (King, 1994).  They 
can imply that the nonresident father-child relationship is not an integral feature of the post-
divorce family (Marsiglio et al., 2000).  As an example, Seltzer (1991) noted that nonresident 
fathers were under-represented in the National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH), a 
database for numerous studies, but dismissed this feature of the data as relatively unimportant.  
She attributed the disparity between parents in reporting fathers’ involvement with children to 
nonresident fathers’ tendency to overestimate their contribution to childrearing.  She did not 
acknowledge that the disparity could as easily result from resident mothers’ tendency to 
underestimate it (Ahrons, 1983), or from distortions by both parents (Sullivan, 2000). 
 
The extent to which nonresident fathers remain in children’s lives after separation is unclear.  
Some more recent studies (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Arditti, 1992; Arendell, 1995; Gibson, 1992; 
Jordan, 1996; Smyth, Sheehan & Fehlberg, 2001) failed to support earlier findings that a high 
proportion of nonresident fathers lose contact with children within a few years of separating 
(Furstenberg & Nord, 1985; Furstenberg, Peterson, Nord & Zill 1983).  They found, rather, that 
a majority of nonresident fathers remain in contact with their children, often in the face of 
considerable personal and financial difficulties stemming from the divorce or separation.  It is 
difficult to determine whether this apparent increase in the number of engaged nonresident 
fathers reflects a significant social change or results from more sophisticated data collection.  
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Research has identified several factors, which negatively affect nonresident fathers’ contact.  
These include fathers’ and children’s ages (Wallerstein & Kelly, 1982), geographical distance 
separating fathers from children (Gibson, 1992), the length of time since separation (Kruk, 
1994), the quality of the interparental relationship (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Kruk, 1992), resident 
mothers’ attitude to contact (Dudley, 1991a), and the repartnering of one or other parent (Seltzer, 
1991).  
 
1.2. SCOPE OF THE STUDY 
The present study of nonresident fathers adopted quantitative and qualitative methods of data 
collection, both of which make an important contribution to family studies (Arditti, 1995; 
LaRossa & Wolf, 1985; Roggman, Fitzgerald, Bradley & Raikes, 2002).  The study collected 
data in two stages.  It involved a large sample of once-married and never-married Australian 
nonresident fathers, whom Campbell and Pike (2002) described as an ‘often-marginalised group’ 
in the post-separation family. 
 
The first stage of the study employed a quantitative data collection method.  It collected 
information about nonresident fathers’ demographic details, their perceptions of current family 
relationships, the frequency of their contact and the level of their involvement with children.  It 
included measures of fatherhood salience, role adjustment, role satisfaction, role strain, parental 
authority, satisfaction with parental authority, parental attitudes to contact and child support, and 
interparental and father-child relationships.  It also included measures of the personality traits of 
Impulsivity, Sensitivity and the Lie Scale taken from Eysenck’s Personality Inventory (Eysenck 
& Eysenck, 1969). 
 
The second stage of the study employed a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods 
of data collection.  Participants in this stage completed a personality survey measuring the four 
folk scales of Responsibility, Socialization, Self-control, and Good Impression, taken from the 
California Psychological Inventory (CPI).  They also participated in an interview, which allowed 
them to expand on their experiences as nonresident fathers. 
 
The research sample included nonresident fathers from the six states of Australia, being drawn 
from applications filed in the Adelaide, Brisbane, Hobart, Melbourne, Parramatta and Sydney 
registries of the Family Court of Australia, and from the Perth registry of the Family Court of 
Western Australia.  Most applications to the Courts were only for legal divorce.  Only a minority 
of those seeking Court Orders regarding property and/or children’s matters would have required 
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a judicial decision, as most settle their dispute during the litigation process.  Other applications 
were for the Courts to make Consent Orders. 
 
The breadth of the sample distinguishes this research from earlier Australian studies, which drew 
their samples from limited geographical areas or from only one registry of the Family Court 
(Gibson, 1992; Gilmour, 1983; Jordan, 1988; McKeering, Nicholson, van der Heide, Pakenham 
& Pershouse, 2000; McMurray & Blackmore, 1993; Nicholls & Pike, 1998).  These studies were 
consistent with the tendency, which Roggman et al. (2002) identified, for convenience samples 
to be drawn from one locality.  The study was expected to provide scope for comparing present-
day nonresident fathers’ contact with children with that reported by earlier Australian research 
based on convenience samples (Burns, 1980; Gibson, 1992; Gilmour, 1983; McDonald, 1990), 
and with the results of more recent studies based on a random national surveys (Parkinson & 
Smyth, 2003; Smyth et al., 2001).   
 
One unique aspect of the present study was its investigation of any association between selected 
personality characteristics of nonresident fathers and their engagement with children, including 
both contact and involvement.  Despite evidence that parents’ personal strengths are the most 
accurate predictor of parental functioning (Belsky, 1984; McKenry, Price, Fine & Serovich, 
1992), and that personality attributes akin to neuroticism, extraversion and constraint are 
predictive of divorce (Jockin, McGue & Lykken, 1996), there has been very little research into 
the relevance of nonresident fathers’ personality for their different levels of engagement.  One 
study to address the issue was conducted by Cohen (1998) who, investigating the association 
between nonresident fathers’ narcissistic tendencies and their engagement with children, linked 
many difficulties, which the fathers commonly experienced to their narcissism. 
 
Throughout this work, the terms residence and contact are used in place of the more traditional 
terms of custody and access unless the latter are part of direct quotations from other writings.  
The term engagement is used to denote not only nonresident fathers’ contact but also their 
involvement with children.  The term nonresident father refers to both formerly married and 
never married fathers who live apart from their children.  It is used when referring specifically to 
fathers, but also when applying more generally to nonresident parents.  The terms divorce and 
separation are frequently interchanged to refer to parents’ physical separation.  The term legal 
divorce refers to the dissolution of a legal marriage for which the only ground under Australian 
Law is the irretrievable breakdown of the marriage, of which the only indicator is one year’s 
separation.  
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1.3. UNDERLYING ASSUMPTION 
Underpinning this study is the researcher’s strong belief in the importance of fathers for 
children, despite a lack of consistent empirical evidence that fathers contribute to children’s 
wellbeing other than by providing economic support (Lamb, 1986; 1997).  This belief that 
fathers are important, as Hetherington and Stanley-Hagan (1999) pointed out, does not imply 
that children living in father-absent households are inevitably poorly adjusted.  However, it has 
undoubtedly shaped the questions asked in the study and, to a degree, influenced the 
interpretation of the data collected (Luepnitz, 1982; Piercy, 1998).  The researcher undeniably 
brings personal experiences and beliefs to the study and, as what Lupton and Barclay, (1997) 
described as a ‘co-producer’ particularly of the qualitative data, is not totally separated from the 
research topic (Thompson, 1992). 
 
Early studies confirming the common belief that fathers are important for children focused on 
the impact of absent fathers on children’s development, particularly that of boys (Lamb, 1981; 
1986).  More recently, amidst efforts to arrive at a new understanding of masculinity, 
commentators and researchers have considered fathers’ wider significance for children.  
Abramovitch (1997), for example, traced the theme running through much of the psychological 
and religious literature of children’s yearning to be reunited with absent fathers. 
 
Within the context of separation and divorce, fathers’ importance is evident from children’s 
experience of loss when their fathers disengage from them after parental separation (Awad & 
Parry, 1980).  Boys particularly appear to keenly feel the loss of fathers, especially when the 
paternal absence is unexplained (Balcom, 1998).  Children who lose a father, be it through death 
or parental separation, are highly unlikely to view the loss as a neutral event (Furstenberg & 
Weiss, 2000) and often grow up seeing the father through the mother’s eyes.  The particular risk 
for separated families, in which nonresident fathers are absent, is that the children are influenced 
almost inevitably by resident mothers and are inclined to adopt a somewhat negative image of 
their fathers.   
 
This underlying assumption of fathers’ importance does not imply that children who lose contact 
with nonresident fathers are irreparably scarred for life, or develop into poorly or maladjusted 
adults.  It rather suggests that, all things being equal, fathers as well as mothers are significant 
for children and can impact positively or negatively on children’s development and adjustment. 
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Although fathers and their familial relationships have begun to find some place in family studies, 
Kraemer (1991) doubted that researchers have always seen the paternal role in its historical 
context.  He proposed that fathers initially ‘became conscious of their role more with an eye on 
mothers than on the child, who remained intimate primarily with the mother’ (p. 389).  Dowd 
(2000) also recognised the close link that has traditionally existed between fatherhood and the 
interparental relationship, and raised its serious consequences for fathers in separated families.  
The implication is that fathers who have separated from mothers face the likelihood that their 
relationship with children will be under threat, and they will be restricted to playing only a 
peripheral parental role in the separated family.  
 
Despite the increased interest in nonresident fathers, there is still much to learn about their 
experience of post-separation family life and their response to the challenges of their new 
paternal role.  This is true particularly of Australian nonresident fathers who have been the focus 
of only a few studies (Campbell & Pike, 2002; Gibson, 1992; Jordan, 1988, 1996; McDonald, 
1990; McMurray & Blackmore, 1991; Nicholls & Pike, 1998; Parkinson & Smyth, 2003; Smyth 
et al., 2001).  Without sound empirical evidence about Australian nonresident fathers, the danger 
is that evidence from US studies will be uncritically applied to the Australian context, 
overlooking the very real social and legislative differences between the two countries.  
 
1.4. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 
The current study of a large sample of Australian nonresident fathers is significant for several 
reasons: 
• it provides a more comprehensive report of men’s experience of fathering in modern 
Australian society where many exercise their paternal role as nonresident fathers  
• it augments the little that is known about how these nonresident fathers experience post-
separation family life and allows some comparison between their experience and that of 
nonresident fathers reported in international studies (Arendell, 1992, 1995; Kruk, 1991, 
1992, 1993) and previous Australian studies (Jordan, 1988, 1996; Gibson, 1992; Smyth et 
al., 2001;) 
• it provides an opportunity to compare nonresident fathers’ reports of their present-day level 
of engagement with children with that found in other Australian studies (Burns, 1980; 
Gibson, 1992; Gilmour, 1983) 
• it identifies some of the implications for nonresident fathers of the ‘no fault-divorce’ 
legislation which has operated in Australia for the last quarter of a century, and of the 
national Child Support Scheme which has regulated nonresident parents’ financial 
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responsibility for children for over a decade 
• it reports nonresident fathers’ perceptions of the influence that legal and social systems have 
on the fulfilment of their paternal role 
• it investigates the extent to which selected personality characteristics of nonresident fathers 
impact on the level of their engagement with children.  
 
1.4.1. PREVALENCE OF NONRESIDENT FATHERING 
High rates of divorce are a feature of many English-speaking countries, although there is recent 
evidence that the rate of divorce in US families with children has slowed in the last decade 
(Gupta, Smock & Manning, 2004).  Lamb, Sternberg and Ross (1997) reported that 41% of 
marriages in the United Kingdom break up within fourteen years, and 45% of first marriages in 
the United States end in divorce, although the US statistics conceal racial and ethnic differences 
(Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1999).  In Australia, the number of divorces increased by 25% 
in the decade from 1988 to 1998.  Although the Australian divorce rate of 2.7 per thousand 
population is markedly lower than the 4.3 per thousand in the United States, 51,370 divorces 
involving 51,600 children under the age of eighteen were granted in Australia in 1998 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1999). 
 
Estimates are that forty to fifty percent of children experience parental separation during 
childhood or adolescence (Bumpass, 1984; Bumpass & Sweet, 1989; Funder, 1996), yet the full 
impact of the breakdown of defacto relationships on the accuracy of these estimates is unclear 
(Kilmartin, 1997).  The number of defacto relationships is on the increase.  In 1997, official 
figures showed that almost 10% of Australian couples were living in a defacto relationship.  
Forty-six percent of these couples had children, a sharp increase from the 39% in 1992, and only 
slightly less than the 50% overall of Australian families made up of couples and children 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1998).  In addition, the first wave of the longitudinal 
Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey conducted in Australia 
in 2001 showed that 8.1% of Australian children born between 1990-1995 were born to a lone 
mother (De Vaus & Gray, 2003).  Statistics from the Family Court of Australia also showed that 
a third of all applications for residence of children in the 1996-1997 year involved unmarried 
parents (Piercy, 1998).  Overall, in 1997, 23% of Australian children under the age of eighteen 
did not live with their biological father (Pryor & Rodgers, 2001).  
 
After parental separation, most families adopt a sole-residence arrangement by which children 
reside with one parent and usually have some contact with their nonresident parent.  
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Nevertheless, sole residence, which is the preferred post-separation option for judges, 
magistrates, social scientists and parents, has its disadvantages (Arditti, 1992; Kruk, 1992a; 
Hawthorne, 1998).  It provides scope for resident parents to victimise nonresident parents 
(Bender & Brannon, 1994), and exposes children to the risk of losing significant contact with 
nonresident parents (D’Andrea, 1983; Santrock & Warshak, 1986).  It tends to ignore the close 
attachment that many children have to both parents (Warshak, 1996).  It can reduce the 
likelihood of shared or co-parenting between parents (Kruk, 1993) and does not necessarily 
protect children from being caught up in the post-divorce interparental conflict (Buchanan, 
Maccoby & Dornbusch, 1991) which can seriously impede their adjustment and well being 
(Johnston, Campbell & Myers, 1985). 
 
In Australia, resident parents usually have sole responsibility for making day-to-day decisions 
concerning children’s welfare but share responsibility with nonresident parents for decisions 
regarding children’s long-term welfare.  This contrasts to what, until recently, was the common 
situation in the United States, where resident parents made all decisions about children.  In latter 
years, more States in the US are moving towards granting shared legal residence, which gives 
parents joint responsibility for decision-making concerning the children.  Nevertheless, other 
post-separation family arrangements of shared physical residence by which children spend equal 
amounts of time living with each parent, and split residence by which at least one of the children 
lives with each parent are relatively rare (Burns, 1980; Greif, 1990; Hawthorne, 2000; Hodges, 
1991; Horwill & Bordow, 1983; Piercy, 1998).  
 
Mothers are resident parents in the majority of sole-resident families (Bray, 1991; Ochiltree, 
1987), although there is some evidence of an increase in father-headed families (US Bureau of 
the Census, 1999).  In 1996, 85% of Australian one-parent households were headed by females, 
with estimates that the percentage will remain the same or slightly increase in the next twenty 
years (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2000).  In the United States in 1998, 24% of all 
households were headed by females, a large increase from 6% recorded in 1960 (US Bureau of 
the Census, 1998, cited in Cabrera et al., 2000).  These figures illustrate that many fathers do not 
live with their children after separation.  It is thus useful to deepen our understanding of their 
experience of nonresident fathering and to identify factors that either facilitate or impede their 
engagement with children.  
 
1.4.2. EXPERIENCE OF NONRESIDENT FATHERING 
Studies of nonresident fathers have consistently reported that many of them find post-separation 
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parenting a painful experience.  Indicators are that their capacity to handle the stress of 
separation and the loss of children significantly impacts on their adaptation to the role of 
nonresident fathering (Arditti, 1992; Arditti & Keith, 1993; Arendell, 1995; Gibson, 1992; 
Jordan, 1988; Kruk, 1991). 
 
1.4.2.1. International studies 
In his widely reported study of a random sample of forty Canadian and a convenience sample of 
forty Scottish nonresident fathers, Kruk (1991, 1992, 1992a, 1994) identified those who had 
reported a strong father-child attachment and paternal involvement prior to separation as 
‘androgynous’.  He found these were more likely to struggle in adapting to their nonresident 
paternal role and were more likely to disengage from their children after separation.  Many of 
those who disengaged nominated structural factors, such as the legal system and the 
obstructionist attitude of their ex-partners, as significant impediments to their continued 
engagement with children.  They attested to a prevailing sense of loss and depression after 
separation, clearly rejecting an avuncular visitation pattern with children as resembling, in any 
way, real fathering.  This study also detected that nonresident fathers’ satisfaction with the post-
separation family arrangement was associated with their relationship with former partners, as 
Arditti and Kelly (1994) later confirmed. 
 
In an analysis of comments by the more distressed nonresident fathers who participated in a 
wider study (Arditti, 1992; Arditti & Keith, 1993), Arditti and Allen (1993) found the men often 
spoke of feelings of helplessness and hopelessness with respect to the legal system, their 
relationship with former partners and decisions about seeing children.  These fathers tended to 
attribute responsibility for their painful post-separation experiences to either former partners, 
whom they commonly perceived to be punitive or retaliatory, or to the court system, which they 
believed to be biased against them by favouring mothers. 
 
In her comprehensive qualitative study of US nonresident fathers, Arendell (1995) interviewed 
at length a convenience sample of seventy-five, almost half of whom had regular contact with 
their children, and only 15% of whom had no contact in the preceding year.  Taking what she 
described as a ‘feminist/interactionist’ approach, which assumes a gender-structured society, she 
too identified a common belief among these fathers that divorce laws discriminated against them 
and in fact favoured women.  She labelled as ‘traditionalists’ those fathers who saw themselves 
as victims of a social and legal system, which marginalised them in their post-divorce family and 
violated their rights as men and fathers.  Arendell described these views as constituting a 
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‘masculinist discourse of divorce’ which she attributed to male superiority and patriarchy.  She 
denied that their claims of being victimised were based on reality, but believed they stemmed 
from fathers’ own self-serving interests, which often had little to do with concern for children. 
 
Arendell (1995) categorised as ‘neo-traditionalists’ a second group of nonresident fathers who 
perceived that they had been ‘modern fathers’ prior to separation by being present at children’s 
births and being more involved than many others with children.  These fathers, who tended to 
feel displaced by the separation, generally believed that their parental contribution differed from 
that of mothers.  Viewing fathering as distinct from mothering, they usually succeeded in staying 
in children’s lives, but remained unclear as to what nonresident fathering really entailed.  They 
railed against those social institutions, such as schools, which provided them with the 
opportunity for only limited involvement in children’s lives. 
 
Arendell (1995) labelled just over ten percent of fathers in her sample as ‘innovationists’, whom 
she also described as ‘cultural eccentrics’.  She distinguished them from ‘sensitive new-age 
guys’ who, she claimed, seek in their children the fulfilment that they have not found in other 
relationships.  These innovative fathers viewed former partners as associates rather than as 
opponents.  They tended to avoid the legal system which they also saw as favouring mothers, 
and tried to stay clear of family experts.  For these fathers, parental commitment was central to 
their self-concept.  They focused on parenting activities and challenges and took women as their 
parenting models.  However, they received little or no institutional or social support as caring 
fathers and displayed signs of being estranged from significant men in their lives, being more 
often supported in their parental role by women. 
 
1.4.2.2. Australian studies 
It seems reasonable to expect the experience of Australian nonresident fathers and the level of 
their engagement with children to differ to some extent from findings of international studies.  
One reason is that, for over a decade, Australia has had national child support legislation, which 
prescribes what percentage of income nonresident parents pay in child support.  The Child 
Support Agency, which administers the legislation and which is linked with the Taxation 
Department, is also available to collect child support on behalf of resident parents.  This scheme 
effectively limits nonresident fathers’ opportunity to avoid financially supporting children.  
Secondly, US research generally includes a poor, black, urban population for which Australia 
does not have a direct equivalent (Walter, 2000). 
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In his pioneering study of separated men, Jordan (1988) compiled a sample of one hundred and 
sixty-eight divorced Australian fathers from applications to the Brisbane registry of the Family 
Court.  Eighty percent of them were nonresident fathers.  He found that separation had a major 
physical and psychological impact on them, with most reporting considerable distress and a 
sense of severe loss.  He identified several variables, which were associated with high levels of 
post-separation stress.  They were an unwanted separation, no recollection of any pre-separation 
conflict, a previous attempt at reconciliation, and fathers’ low occupational status.   
 
In another Australian study, Gibson (1992) studied one hundred and twenty-five fathers, who 
had been involved with the counselling sections of the Parramatta and Sydney registries of the 
Family Court.  All had Court Orders granting them contact with children.  She found that the 
majority of the fathers were dissatisfied with their post-separation paternal role and with the 
level of their involvement in children’s lives.  Among factors, which nonresident fathers found 
difficult, were the loss of influence over children and the limited time they were able to spend 
with them.  Those who had initiated the separation and were currently in a new relationship 
tended to be more satisfied with the amount of contact with children.  One to three years after 
separation, half the fathers reported that they were still bitter about the separation.  
 
McMurray and Blackmore (1993) interviewed a sample of sixty-eight Australian nonresident 
fathers whom they recruited through radio and television advertisements.  The participants 
commonly spoke of the pain of their loss of everyday involvement in children’s lives.  They 
were also clearly aware that relationships with former partners greatly influenced their ability to 
exercise their post-separation parental role.  Some accused children’s mothers of holding them to 
ransom by not presenting children for contact.  Another major difficulty for some revolved 
around post-separation financial arrangements.  At that early stage of Australia’s national Child 
Support Scheme, some blamed both a biased legal and court system for their financial 
difficulties, and complained that financial constraints arising from child support obligations 
prevented them from starting a new life. 
 
More recently, McKeering, Nicholson, van der Heide, Pakenham and Perhouse (2000) used a 
group interview methodology in their study of a small sample of twenty-three nonresident 
fathers who had been separated for up to fifteen years.  Most of the stress that fathers identified 
in their lives stemmed from conflict with former partners and dealings with social institutions, 
such as the Child Support Agency.  Many fathers expressed a sense of loss of their parenting 
role and a lack of significant input into children’s lives.  Some felt that they had lost their 
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parental role to mothers’ new partners.  Many wanted increased contact with children, and some 
wished for children to reside with them.   
 
Nicholls & Pike (2002) surveyed forty-eight Australian nonresident fathers and interviewed five.  
Their aim was to explore the family functioning of nonresident fathers and children, and the 
influence of interparental relationships on that functioning.  They focused on the two family 
qualities of cohesion and adaptability.  Their results showed that only the quality of the 
nonresident father-child relationship was significantly associated with family cohesion, but that 
neither the father-child nor the interparental relationship was associated with adaptability.  In 
this study, those who reported better relationships with former partners appeared to be more 
secure in their post-separation parental role. 
 
1.5. AUSTRALIAN NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ ENGAGEMENT WITH CHILDREN 
Despite extensive international research into contact between children and nonresident fathers, 
few Australian studies have measured nonresident father-child contact.  In her seminal study of 
Australian divorced families, consisting of two hundred and thirty-three mothers and one 
hundred and two fathers, Burns (1980) found that forty-five percent of children rarely or never 
saw nonresident fathers, and only twenty-seven percent saw them regularly.  She found that 
sixty-five percent of mothers whose children never or rarely saw fathers were happy with the 
level of contact, and only half the fathers expressed dissatisfaction with the amount of contact 
with children.  She concluded from her results that there was in Australia at that time an ‘exodus 
of non-custodial parents from their children’s lives’ (p151). 
 
Gilmour (1983) investigated the implications of separation for Australian men by studying a 
small sample of forty drawn from the records of a capital city registry of the Family Court.  In 
stark contrast to the study by Burns (1980), her limited research found that seventy-nine percent 
of the twenty-four nonresident fathers in the study saw children at least fortnightly, and only two 
of them had irregular contact with children.   
 
Almost a decade later, McDonald (1990) conducted a study which involved children and fifty-
three resident parents from families who had attended a regional city registry of the Family 
Court for mediation about post-separation family arrangements.  Twenty families in the study 
needed a judicial decision to determine residence or contact issues.  McDonald found that 
approximately three-quarters of children saw nonresident parents, of whom three-quarters were 
fathers, at least fortnightly.  Less than ten percent were not seeing nonresident parents at all.   
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Gibson (1992) found that only fifteen percent of nonresident fathers had no contact with children 
two to three years after the parental separation.  Her study showed that, although fifty-five 
percent had contact at least fortnightly, almost three quarters of nonresident fathers wanted more 
contact.  It also showed geographical distance between the two households to be the most 
powerful predictor of contact frequency, and paternal role satisfaction to be the third most 
powerful predictor.  This substantial increase in contact frequency found in these two studies 
may well have reflected a shift in nonresident fathers’ engagement with children as a result of 
changes in pre-separation parental responsibilities.  It could also have signified that many fathers 
in these samples, who either had contested residence of the children or applied for contact with 
them in the Family Court, were more highly motivated to remain engaged than the general 
population of nonresident fathers.  Funder (1993), in her longitudinal study of a random sample 
of over five hundred Australian parents divorced in 1981 and 1983, showed that more than sixty 
percent of nonresident fathers had at least yearly contact with children and paid child support, 
and that thirteen percent had no contact within the previous year.   
 
The results of recent research by Smyth, Sheehan and Fehlberg (2001), which included one 
hundred and forty-one resident mothers and ninety-six nonresident fathers, showed that seventy-
two percent of nonresident fathers compared to forty-four percent of resident mothers reported at 
least fortnightly face-to-face contact between fathers and children.  Also, twenty-seven percent 
of mothers compared to fifteen percent of fathers reported little or no contact.  A current study 
by Parkinson and Smyth (2003), which included six hundred and forty-seven resident mothers 
and three hundred and ninety-four nonresident fathers, analysed data from the HILDA survey.  
Preliminary analysis of the results has shown that seventy percent of nonresident fathers and 
sixty-one percent of resident mothers reported contact between children and nonresident fathers 
in the previous year. 
 
These more recent Australian studies suggest that changes to family life have begun to influence 
the amount of contact that nonresident fathers have with children.  Despite differences in 
outcomes, recent research studies have shown that more nonresident fathers than was previously 
the case see children frequently, and fewer disengage from them.  The present study is expected 
to confirm this trend and to identify salient factors, which either facilitate or impede nonresident 
fathers’ continued engagement with children. 
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1.6. PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS AS PREDICTORS OF ENGAGEMENT 
WITH CHILDREN 
A goal of personality study in psychology is to offer some explanation for the differences in 
individuals’ behaviour in similar situations.  Part of its relevance to studies of separated families 
is its potential to offer some explanation for very different levels of nonresident fathers’ 
engagement with children and to identify those most at risk of disengaging from children.  
Personality psychology may partly describe fathers’ very different reactions to the breakdown of 
their intimate relationships and the varied meanings they attribute to the separation.  It may also 
provide some key to understanding the reason that some fathers can manage the grief of losing 
their intact family and others have great difficulty doing so.  It may clarify what personal 
qualities assist or impede nonresident fathers’ adjustment to their new parental role.  By 
considering aspects of nonresident fathers’ personality, it is hoped to identify some personal 
characteristics or traits which affect fathers’ capacity or willingness to remain engaged with 
children, despite the inherent difficulties of nonresident fathering.  
 
A key task facing nonresident fathers is to realign their parental identity following the 
breakdown of the interparental relationship and to deal with feelings both of loss of what was, 
and of fear of what lies ahead (Campbell & Pike, 2002).  Kruk (1991) identified the intense 
sense of loss experienced by many nonresident fathers at separation and proposed its intensity 
can be exacerbated by the very little opportunity these fathers have to express their grief which 
society tends not to acknowledge.  A largely unexplored area of research is the extent to which 
aspects of fathers’ personality affect their capacity first and foremost to deal with this grief, 
which in some cases compounds other unresolved grief in their lives.  While most fathers rely on 
support from others to meet the challenges of the post-separation period, they also need to draw 
on their own personal resources if they are to successfully change their paternal identity in the 
new family situation.  Their capacity to adjust to the changed nature of their post-separation 
paternal role appears to have implications for their subsequent engagement with children and 
their contribution to the children’s post-separation well being. 
 
Few studies have directly focused on the relationship between aspects of personality and 
fathering in either intact or separated families, despite claims that nonclinical features of 
psychological functioning have some influence on parenting (Belsky, Crnic & Woodward, 
1995).  One study by Levy-Shiff and Israelashvili (1988) of intact Israeli families involving first-
time fathers found that their warmth and interest in children impacted on their playfulness and 
affiliative behaviours.  They also found that fathers’ Emotional and Intellectual Openness, which 
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generally included sensitivity and perceptiveness, was positively associated with the level of 
their caregiving.  Fathers with high scores on the dimension of Autonomy tended to be less 
involved in caregiving activities.  The evidence suggested that these personality characteristics 
of Autonomy and Intellectual and Emotional Openness also impacted indirectly on the paternal 
role because of their link with marital satisfaction, which emerged as a determinant of paternal 
involvement.  A reasonable prediction from these results would be that nonresident fathers with 
high scores on Emotional and Intellectual Openness and low scores on autonomy would be more 
involved with children. 
 
Jain, Belsky and Crnic (1996) conducted naturalistic observations of fathers of fifteen-month-old 
male first borns in intact, middle-class, Caucasian families.  They found that fathers who scored 
highly on a Neuroticism scale, which generally denotes high anxiety, feelings of inadequacy, 
nervousness and insecurity, behaved very differently towards first-born toddler sons than those 
with low neuroticism scores.  High scorers were inclined to disengage from, or adopt a 
disciplinarian approach to infants, whereas low scorers were more inclined to display caretaking 
behaviour, and to perform the roles of playmate and teacher for children.  If such a link exists 
between fathers’ scores on a Neuroticism scale and their level of disengagement from children in 
intact families, it seems reasonable to surmise that engaged nonresident fathers would be more 
likely to record low scores on a Neuroticism scale. 
 
However, Jackson and Paunonen (1980) proposed that personality traits do not persist across 
situations because behaviour results from an interaction of situational and personal factors.  
Thus, any association between paternal personality and behaviour in intact families may not 
necessarily apply to nonresident fathers in separated families. Undoubtedly, after separation  
nonresident fathers are in an entirely different situation as they strive to fulfil their parental role 
within the severe constraints of living apart from their children.  While many of their personality 
traits may remain much the same, the dramatic change in their situation may affect them deeply 
and modify some of their behaviour, just as there is evidence that the transition to fatherhood 
affects aspects of men’s personality (Cohen, 1987; Hawkins & Belsky, 1989). 
 
In their genetic analysis of personality and divorce, Jockin, McGue and Lykken (1996) found 
that some personality aspects of partners were predictive of divorce.  Using a Multidimensional 
Personality Questionnaire developed by Tellegen (1982), they found that high scores on the trait 
scale of Alienation which involves a sense of being victimised and mistreated, and high scores 
on that of Social Potency, involving dominance, forcefulness, decisiveness and leadership were 
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positively associated with divorce.  Absorption, a trait that includes aspects of emotional 
responsiveness, was also positively associated with divorce, while Traditionalism, which loaded 
on the Constraint scale in their study, was negatively associated with it.  Two of their three 
higher order scales, Positive Emotionality (related to Extraversion) and Negative Emotionality 
(related to Neuroticism) were positively associated with divorce, while Constraint (related 
negatively to Psychoticism) was negatively associated (Eysenck, 1980, cited in Jocklin et al., 
1996). 
 
There has been scant research of associations between nonresident fathers’ personality and their 
adjustment to divorce (Thomas, 1982), their capacity to adapt to their new paternal role or the 
extent of their engagement with children. Divorce literature has clearly identified aspects of the 
post-divorce situation which parents encounter, such as a sense of failure, a grieving process, 
decrease in standard of living, and changes in friendship patterns (Albrecht, 1980).  Yet, 
individuals vary greatly in their manner of coping with these experiences, and in their ability to 
adjust to their changed situation and to continue their life.  Individual personality, usually shaped 
in some way by past experiences, is one factor contributing to the variations in post-divorce 
adjustment and parental involvement. 
 
Nonresident fathers’ consistent claims that the legal system victimises them by favouring 
women (Arditti & Allen, 1993; Arendell, 1995; Jordan, 1988) may partly stem from women 
generally being the initiator of the separation.  Men in these families often feel powerless or with 
no control over being separated from partners and children.  It is, however, a huge leap from 
feeling powerless to perceiving themselves as victims of the legal system.  Perhaps such a 
transition reflects the personality trait of Alienation that Jockin et al. (1996) measured in their 
study. 
 
Hetherington, Cox and Cox (1982) found that many nonresident fathers experienced a loss of 
their self-concept amidst a pervasive sense of loss and previously unrecognised dependency 
needs.  These may well represent low scorers on the Autonomy scale used by Levy-Shiff and 
Israelashvili (1988).  Greif (1995) attempted to identify differences between nonresident fathers 
who were content with little or no contact from those who were dissatisfied.  Content fathers 
were more inclined to be satisfied with their relationships with children and to admit to feelings 
of indifference regarding children, which suggests that fatherhood carries a low salience for 
them.  They were also inclined to interpret the post-separation family difficulties in terms of 
rejection.  This result signals that fathers, who see themselves as victims in the separation 
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(Alienation trait), associated by Cohen (1998) with a narcissistic personality, may be at 
considerable risk of disengaging from children.  Greif surmised that, because of their 
temperament, some fathers have difficulty dealing with ambivalent situations which often are 
characteristic of nonresident parenting.  They at times choose to deal with the uncertainty by 
disengaging from children.  
 
Cohen (1998) identified dominant narcissistic tendencies in fathers who exaggerate their own 
importance and efforts in an attempt to compensate for their extremely painful vulnerability, and 
who split off negative aspects of themselves and project them onto others.  She suggested that 
these tendencies are often a feature of nonresident fathers who are unable to sustain at least a 
stable relationship with children.  Narcissistic nonresident fathers also tend to deny any 
responsibility for the breakdown in contact with children, and to blame others, such as former 
partners, for it.  Cohen drew on only two case studies of nonresident fathers to support her 
hypothesis.  Apart from their reluctance to assume any responsibility for the breakdown of the 
parental relationship, she noted their tendency to visit children at their own convenience, to see 
themselves as excellent rather than good fathers, and to expect children to prefer spending time 
with them rather than be with others.  Cohen also interpreted as expressions of narcissism the 
inclination to give way to rage when unable to control children whom they commonly see as 
extensions of themselves.  
 
Kruk (1992), who also detected disengaged nonresident fathers’ strong tendency to blame others 
for the breakdown in contact, attributed such behaviour to the intensity of the fathers’ grief and 
depression, rather than to narcissistic tendencies.  He found high levels of distress particularly 
among fathers who had a strong emotional and physical involvement with children prior to 
separation.  
 
1.7. SUMMARY 
The challenge facing many contemporary fathers is to adjust to a new parental role after 
separating from children’s mothers.  Faced with the responsibility of parenting their children 
while living apart from them, these fathers commonly have a problematic, if not a hostile 
relationship with former partners, and experience systemic factors, which they perceive hinder 
them in their parental role.  
 
In an attempt to add to what is known about Australian separated families, the present study 
draws its data from a survey of a large national sample of nonresident fathers and from 
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interviews of more than half of those who completed the survey.  It gathers important 
demographic and psychosocial data from the fathers themselves, and examines the impact of 
aspects of their personality on their nonresident fathering. 
 
Contemporary nonresident fathering occurs in the context of fathering which, in recent times, 
has undergone substantial change conceptually, if not always practically.  Before proceeding to a 
detailed review of studies of nonresident fathers it is useful to consider some of the theoretical 
and research literature on fathers’ role in the family and their contribution to children’s 
wellbeing and development.  The next chapter focuses on changes in the theory and practice of 
fatherhood, as well as fathers’ significance for children. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 19
CHAPTER 2 
    FATHERHOOD TODAY 
 
2.1. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter begins with a brief review of the conceptualisation or social construct of 
fatherhood.  It traces the changes, which the construct has undergone over time and factors that 
have contributed to these changes.  It reviews research evidence as to the ways in which fathers 
in recent times fulfil their paternal role, and considers relevant contextual and personal issues 
which impinge on fathering today.  Finally, it summarises evidence concerning fathers’ 
contribution to children’s development and wellbeing.  
 
A perusal of commentaries and research studies of fathers reveals that fatherhood is a highly 
contentious issue.  There is little agreement between commentators and researchers on what it 
means to describe someone as ‘father’, a term ‘fraught with conceptual ambiguity’ (Palkovitz, 
2002).  The role of modern fathers, the level of their involvement in the family and their 
contribution to children’s development and wellbeing are often disputed (Tamis-LeMonda & 
Cabrera, 2002).  In recent times, fatherhood has also become an important political issue with 
the advent of fathers’ rights groups, which have arisen mainly in response to what many men see 
as the dominant influence of the feminist movement.  These groups have put growing pressure 
on governments to devote resources to understanding and supporting men in their paternal role 
(Dept of Family & Community Services, 1999; Lupton & Barclay, 1997) and have sought to 
redress what they see as discrimination against fathers, particularly in the administration of 
family law. 
 
Although the emergence of fathers’ rights groups has intensified the debate about fathers, it has 
had the unfortunate effect of clouding important issues pertaining to fatherhood.  Not 
unexpectedly, feminist authors reject the rhetoric of those groups that advocate equality between 
the interests of parents and children.  Some feminists further claim the rhetoric has little 
resemblance to the reality, but rather serves as a mask for fathers’ struggles against personal 
hurts (Bertoia & Drakich, 1993), and is tantamount to an attempt to restore paternal rights over 
children (Drakich, 1989; Kaye & Tolmie, 1998; Walters, 1993) or to return to patriarchal family 
relations (Coltrane & Hickman, 1992).  The danger of some feminists and fathers’ rights 
advocates adopting such extreme positions is that the reality of strengths and weaknesses among 
both fathers and mothers is lost and rational debate becomes difficult. 
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After being omitted from most early family studies, fathers in recent decades have become a 
topic of increasing interest (Furstenberg & Weiss, 2000).  Lamb (2000) suggested that the 
impact of two world wars on families could account for the initial focus being on the 
implications of fathers’ absence for children’s wellbeing and development.  Evidence indicated 
that absent fathers could negatively affect children’s sex-role orientation (Drake & McDougall, 
1977; Trowell & Etchegoyen, 2002) and adolescent daughters’ adjustment (Hetherington, 1972; 
Fry & Scher, 1984; Hetherington & Deur, 1971; Wesley, 1985).  Absent fathers were also found 
to be a sound predictor of sons becoming fathers at a young age (Furstenberg & Weiss, 2000).  
The general consensus was that children of absent fathers were more likely to display delinquent 
behaviour, to become promiscuous or to under-achieve academically (Balcom, 1998; 
Blankenhorn, 1995; Lasch, 1980).  
 
More recently, the focus on fathers has shifted from the implications of their absence to a 
consideration of their ability to parent, and an understanding of the involved-father role in the 
contemporary intact family (Booth & Crouter, 1998; Doherty, Kouneski & Erickson, 1998).  
However, this heightened interest in fathers’ involvement with children has not been universally 
welcomed.  In what seems a paranoid reaction, Dowd (2000) suggested such interest could 
imply that mothers are dispensable within the family.  Drakich (1989) proposed that the popular 
image of involved, reasonably competent fathers in fact misrepresents the reality, which still 
sees mothers as the prime caregivers of children.  She considered that the involved-father image 
is simply a ploy to entrench fathers’ familial privileges and rights to their children. 
 
Fathers in modern western society do not constitute a homogenous group.  After assuming 
fatherhood status usually with little psychological preparation and training (Cohen, 1987; Daly, 
1993), fathers exercise a variety of paternal behaviours.  Particular aspects of fathers’ behaviour 
are emphasised in different generations and cultures (Brown & Bumpass, 1998; Cabrera et al., 
2000), and are often negotiated with various family members (Backett, 1987; Tiedje & Darling-
Fisher, 1996).  Men also become fathers at varying stages in their own and their families’ lives 
(Parke, 2000), and vary greatly in the extent of their involvement with children (Lewis & 
O’Brien, 1987), with some undertaking shared parental responsibility in what Russell (1982, 
1986) described as a ‘nontraditional’ family.  
 
Men are fathers in a variety of arrangements, conventionally fulfilling their paternal role in the 
context of an ongoing married or cohabiting relationship with children’s mothers (Bumpass & 
Sweet, 1989).  Amidst claims that heterosexual marriage is the optimum context for involved, 
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responsible fathering (Blankenhorn, 1995; Doherty, 1997; Doherty et al., 1998; Popenoe, 1996), 
some reject attempts to closely associate responsible fathering with heterosexual marriage 
(Silverstein & Auerbach, 1999; Walker & McGraw, 2000).  Some men assume sole 
responsibility for children as a result of either mothers’ deaths or relationship breakdowns 
(Mendes, 1976).  Other fathers live apart from children after separation, while others never live 
with, or have any relationship with, children’s mothers.  In what follows, the focus is on 
biological fathers who co-reside with children in two-parent households.  
 
2.2. SOCIAL CONSTRUCT OF FATHERHOOD 
Fatherhood is clearly more a social construct than is motherhood (Moloney, 2002).  
Motherhood, based firmly on the biological relationship between a woman and child, is so 
patently evident as to preclude any confusion about the identity of the mother (Gabarino, 2000).  
This is still true despite scientific advances, such as invitro fertilisation and surrogate 
motherhood, which affect traditional concepts of motherhood.  Because nurturing and protection 
are almost universally recognised as core elements of mothering, the development of the mother-
role seems less problematic than that of the father-role.  As Backett (1987) found, an underlying 
assumption in family life has been that mothers have overall responsibility for the care of 
children, have greater knowledge of children and their needs, and are more readily available to 
children than fathers.   
 
By way of contrast, various class and cultural factors that impinge on the development of the 
social construct of fatherhood make it difficult to determine what it means to be a father 
(Campbell, 2003; Gabarino, 2000; Lewis & O’Brien, 1987; Marsiglio, Day & Lamb, 2000; 
Pruett & Pruett, 1998; Smyth, 2004; Tamis-LeMonda & Cabrera, 2002), and to distinguish real 
fathering from common, heavily gendered, stereotypical, ideal images of fathers (Marsiglio, 
1993).  In the absence of agreement as to the meaning of fatherhood, it is almost impossible to 
establish suitable criteria for measuring good, adequate or ineffective fathers.  Willoughby and 
Fletcher (2002), moreover, predicted that the current confusion around fatherhood would 
continue until clearer conceptualisations are developed and more refined empirical evidence 
collected. 
 
According to the essentialist viewpoint, fatherhood denotes a biological relationship with 
children which generally, but not necessarily and by no means universally, involves a continuing 
involvement in children’s lives and an ongoing ‘procreative responsibility’ (Marsiglio, 1991) for 
them.  This biological relationship between men and children, which is not as patent as it is for 
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mothers, is at the core of fatherhood without adequately defining its meaning.  Without the 
biological bond, men, who assume responsibility and care for children, fulfil father-like roles, 
which find expression in terms such as adoptive, putative, surrogate or stepfathers. 
 
According to the constructivist viewpoint, social fatherhood is more significant for children than 
biological fatherhood (Day, 1998; Sullivan, 2000; Walker & McGraw, 2000).  As a result, 
fathers’ behaviour is more important than their identity.  This view seems to confuse father-role 
identity with the expression of it, and is indicative of the conceptual confusion commonly found 
in parenthood research (Sabatelli & Waldron, 1995).  Constructivist theory downplays the 
centrality of the genetic, biological bond, which is what distinguishes fatherhood from other 
human relationships and brings with it responsibilities, rights and privileges, both in law and in 
fact.  Men can and do assume loving care and responsibility for children with whom they are not 
biologically related.  This generally occurs in the context of a relationship with children’s 
mothers (Dowd, 2000), but children do not always view them as family (Furstenberg, 1987), 
even though those reporting good relationships with stepfathers have been found to display 
fewer internalising and externalising problems (White & Gilbreth, 2001).  Fletcher (2002) 
suggested that stepfathers’ significance for children is usually diluted by the absence of 
biological bonds, which have serious implications for children’s sense of identity. 
 
Undoubtedly, the definition and understanding of fatherhood have become more complex in 
recent times with the introduction of invitro fertilisation and the emergence of sperm banks 
supplied by anonymous donors.  Other factors affecting conceptualisation of fatherhood include 
women who choose to have children without partners, lesbian couples who have and raise 
children, and significant numbers of fathers who do not co-reside with children.  Amidst the 
emphasis given to social fatherhood (Eggebeen & Knoester, 2001; Marsiglio, Day & Lamb, 
2000), a comprehensive understanding of fatherhood needs to incorporate not only social 
scientific and legal definitions (Rhoades, 2002), but the ideas of fathers themselves as to what 
constitutes fathering (Fletcher & Willoughby, 2002).  Children’s attitudes towards males, whose 
genes they share, also deserve consideration if definitions of fatherhood are to be grounded in 
reality. 
 
Apart from fathering in a variety of family arrangements, men also differ in attitudes towards 
fatherhood and appreciation of its meaning.  Symbolic interaction theory offers a useful 
explanation for variations found among fathers.  In terms of this theory (Stryker, 1968), the self 
is constructed from a number of identities which arise from the individual’s participation in 
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structured social relationships and which are organised hierarchically to form the self.  The 
higher an identity on this hierarchy of salience, the more likely it is both to predict behaviour 
whenever identities overlap or compete, and also to predict behaviours which conform with the 
expectations of that role (Burke & Reitzes, 1981; Burke & Tully, 1977; Callero, 1985; Hyde, 
Essex & Horton, 1993; Minton & Pasley, 1996).  However, a particular identity tends to become 
less salient, and the individual’s behaviour is prone to become confused, when role expectations 
of others to whom the individual relates by virtue of an identity are not congruent.  When 
relationships with others hinge on the individual being a particular kind of person, the 
individual’s commitment to behave in a certain way is generally strengthened by both the 
number and depth of those relationships. 
 
Burke and Tully (1977) distinguished between identity as the internal component by which an 
individual attributes a meaning to the self as an object in a social situation, and role as the 
external component.  Role, a term used with a variety of meanings, commonly refers to the set of 
prescriptions defining how someone with a particular identity is to behave (Thomas & Biddle, 
1966).  Because identity can exist only in relation to counter-identities, behaving in a role 
requires both opportunity and choice, which do not always coincide (Cohen, 1987).  Fathers, for 
example, may want to interact with children but not have the opportunity to do so because of 
other commitments.  Empirical evidence has also supported the association between identity and 
behaviour, with each possibly exercising a reciprocal influence on the other (Burke & Reitzes, 
1981).  Although individuals may behave in a certain way because they are committed to a 
highly salient identity, Ihinger-Tallman, Pasley & Buehler (1993) suggested that a particular 
identity might assume greater salience because individuals are more comfortable behaving in 
accord with it rather than with counter identities. 
 
In terms of symbolic interaction theory, fatherhood salience can be weakened by competing 
expectations made of fathers during the transition which fatherhood is currently undergoing.  
Those, for whom fatherhood is highly salient, can be expected consistently to choose to behave 
in accord with that identity when the opportunity arises, rather than behave in accordance with 
other competing identities.  However, as fathering embraces a wide range of behaviours, fathers 
may choose different roles as indicative of the importance which fatherhood holds for them 
(Pleck & Masciadrelli, 2004).  
 
Some post-structuralists (Lupton & Barclay, 1997) reject symbolic interaction theory as 
seriously defective because it implies that identities are stable over time.  They see them rather 
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as constructs, which are being constantly modified by sociocultural processes involving both 
subjective and emotional elements.  This difference seems to confuse identity with role-
expectations, which do change and, with regard to fathering, have changed considerably.  
Although changes in role-expectations may result in a weakening of fatherhood salience, they do 
not necessarily affect the essential meaning and importance given to the father-identity. 
 
2.3. CHANGING CONSTRUCT OF FATHERHOOD 
A review of the literature and research on fathering reveals extensive ambiguity and confusion.  
It shows a lack of consensus about the nature of fathering beyond the donation of sperm, about 
the father-role, and about useful criteria to assess quality fathering.  This clearly reflects changes 
over time to the social construct of fatherhood and marked cultural differences (Doherty et al., 
1998; Heath, 1976; Henderson, 1980; Perry-Jenkins & Crouter, 1990).  New challenges and 
circumstances continually shape the father-role (Daly, 1993), as do formulations of what 
constitutes good fathering by various stakeholders with competing interests (Marsiglio, Amato, 
Day & Lamb, 2000; Marsiglio et al., 2000; Sullivan, 2000; Trowell & Etchegoyen, 2002).  
 
Commentators, while not always agreeing on the timing of the shift from one period to another, 
have identified four periods of North American social history in which a different dominant 
father-role prevailed (Lamb, 1986, 2000; Mintz, 1998; Pleck & Pleck, 1997; Rotundo, 1987).  
Inevitably, such a broad sweep of the historical changes to the construct of fatherhood focuses 
on intergenerational rather than intragenerational differences (Lupton & Barclay, 1997), and 
does not adequately account for class, regional, religious and racial differences prevailing at any 
one period (Mintz, 1998).  From an emphasis in colonial times on the stern, patriarchal father as 
the moral teacher of children, albeit for the short period of childhood that prevailed in those 
times, the focus throughout most of 19th century was on the paternal provider role which often 
took the father away from the family and distanced him from its emotional life.  During this 
period, gender-ladened language described family roles, and fathers relinquished or lost some of 
the authority they once enjoyed within the family. 
 
In the third period spanning the middle decades of 20th century, the emphasis was on the father 
as the sex-role model for children in general, but sons in particular.  This stage spanned a time 
when many fathers were absent from their families, some never to return.  Some, who saw 
themselves as failures in their provider role during the Great Depression, abandoned their 
families, and many were involved in the Second World War.  During this period when emphasis 
was placed on fathers spending time with children and providing them with strong sex-role 
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models, a common view was that absent fathers were defective.  Hawkins (1992) described the 
fourth period, which began only in the mid 1970s, as the ‘feminization of the family’, and 
Rotundo (1987) claimed that mainly upper-middle class families had embraced it.  During this 
current period, emphasis is on fathers being emotionally sensitive to children and being involved 
in their day-to-day care, which is in stark contrast to the distant father of a generation ago.  
Somewhat ironically, amidst this strong push for fathers to be emotionally and physically 
present to children, significant numbers of children do not reside with biological fathers 
(Blankenhorn, 1995; Lasch, 1980; Mintz, 1998).  Recently, Gottman (1998) detected evidence of 
a reaction against this latest conceptualisation of fatherhood, noticing an identifiable trend in the 
US, which encourages fathers to return to their authoritarian, disciplinary role and to recapture 
their rightful place within the family. 
 
The extent to which fathers other than the highly educated and middle-class have been aware of 
the current emphasis on involved fathering is unclear.  In a review of US articles on parents 
during the latter part of 20th century, Atkinson and Blackwelder (1993) identified a general trend 
towards gender-neutral parenting and a shift in emphasis from provider to nurturing father.  It is 
unlikely, though, that many working-class, less-educated fathers would have read such articles.  
Recently, an extensive, Australian study of fatherhood found a similar emphasis on fathers being 
more involved with children (Dept of FACS, 1999).  Nevertheless, evidence suggests that, well 
into the second half of 20th century, many fathers still viewed their most important role to be that 
of provider (Chodorow, 1978; Lamb, 2000; Lewis & O’Brien, 1987; Pleck & Pleck, 1997; 
Russell, 1986; Russell et al., 1998; Weiss, 1985; West, 1999).  At times, they saw the provider-
role almost as distinct from their father-role (Christiansen & Palkovitz, 2001), and as important, 
even when not the sole breadwinner in the family (Hood, 1986).  Berns (1999) attributed this 
importance of the provider-role for Australian fathers to the strong societal link between 
masculinity and achievement.  
 
One explanation for the continued emphasis on fathers’ provider-role suggests that it assumes 
greater significance for low-income fathers, who have to sacrifice more to provide for children, 
and who may be more comfortable in the work environment than being involved with children at 
home.  Against this, because of its association with traditional fatherhood which carries 
connotations of patriarchal dominance of families (Christiansen & Palkovitz, 2001), the 
provider-role may become less important for some fathers and can be taken for granted and 
devalued as a concrete expression of involvement in the family (Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999).  
As an example, claims that poverty rather than father-absence adversely affects children seem to  
 26
 
imply that the former is not a consequence of the latter (Silverstein & Auerbach, 1999).  Whelan 
and Lally (2002), on the contrary, maintained that an advantage of a predominant provider-role 
for some fathers is that it supplies them with a tangible measure of their paternal competency in 
a way that involved, available fathering may not.  Their view finds support in some feminist 
scholars’ claims that financial provision for children is the only evidence-based contribution 
fathers make to children’s development and wellbeing (Walker & McGraw, 2000). 
 
The feminist movement, with the associated increase in the number of mothers in paid work, has 
contributed to the current emphasis on fathers being involved with children (Blair & Lichter, 
1991; Burdon, 1998).  More fathers, too, want to be actively involved in parenting their children 
(Heath, 1976; LaRossa, 1988; Morton, 1997; Tiedje & Darling-Fisher, 1996).  Some of these 
fathers are often keen to compensate for the little involvement of their own fathers, who tended 
to define personal success in terms of occupational and economic success (Lamb, Pleck & 
Levine, 1987).  Atkinson and Blackwelder (1993) proposed that the drop in the birth rate in most 
western societies is a likely contributor to the re-appraisal of fathers’ role within the family, 
while Edgar and Glezer (1992) identified the weakening of motherhood salience for a growing 
number of women as another contributing factor. 
 
Amidst the change of emphasis given to the father-role and amidst evidence that modern fathers 
are more involved with children (Sandberg & Hofferth, 2001), many claim that the practice of 
fathering has not kept pace with the rhetoric surrounding it (Aitken, 2000; Blair, Wenk & 
Hardesty, 1994; Drakich, 1989; Hawkins, 1992; Kraemer, 1991; LaRossa, 1988; Lewis, 1986; 
Lewis & O’Brien, 1987) or has not delivered the promise of earlier years (Parke, 2000).  If 
accurate, such claims do not deny that many fathers are assuming a more involved parental role 
within the family, even though the increase in involvement may be modest, as some 
commentators claim (Edgar & Glezer, 1992; Lamb, 1986; Lewis, 1986; Yeung, Sandberg, 
Davis-Kean & Hofferth, 2001).  However, Kalmijn (1999) concluded that those time-diary 
studies, which reported fathers’ greater involvement, reflected a decrease in the conduct of 
motherhood by mothers joining the labour force in growing numbers rather than an increase in 
fathers’ voluntary involvement.  The implication of such a claim is that fathers’ degree of 
responsibility for children and household tasks increases relative to that of mothers, without 
them necessarily being more involved in the family than previously (Lamb, 1986, 1997, 2000; 
LaRossa, 1988). 
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One explanation is that behavioural changes inevitably lag behind developments in role 
expectations because of institutional constraints which individuals in transition tend to encounter 
(Lewis, 1986; Pleck & Pleck, 1997) and which impinge on fathers’ ability to adopt a new 
paternal role (Berger, 1979).  Another is that fathers’ hesitancy to move from their traditional 
provider-role to what Moreland and Schwebel (1981) termed the ‘emergent father role’ results 
from tension between the new role and traditional notions of masculine behaviour (Cabrera et 
al., 2000; Dowd, 2000; Levant, 1992),.  Undoubtedly, the current dominant discourse on 
fatherhood, with its emphasis on sensitivity and expressiveness, challenges men to develop their 
fathering repertoire without consistently clarifying the meaning of the terms (Ambramovich, 
1997; Starrels, 1994).   
 
2.3.1. FATHERING AS GENERATIVE BEHAVIOUR  
Developmental psychologists reject the notion that fathers are simply incumbents of a changing 
social role, stressing rather the significance of fatherhood for the developing individual (Burdon, 
1998; Hawkins, Christiansen, Sargent & Hill, 1993; Henderson, 1980; Parke, 2000; Skene, 
1998; Tiedje & Darling-Fisher, 1996; Umberson & Gove, 1989).  Those who link fatherhood to 
generativity, which constitutes a crucial stage in adult development according to Eriksonian 
theory, admit that adults do not have to become parents in order to be generative (Snarey, 
Kuehne, Son, Hauser & Vaillant, 1987).  According to Erikson’s theory, generativity marks the 
stage in adult development when the individual becomes interested in establishing and guiding 
the next generation, which Dollahite, Hawkins and Brotherson (1997) described as an ‘ethical 
imperative’.  Kotre (1996) saw generativity as both an ideal and a safeguard against self-
absorption, even though Van de Water and McAdams (1989) found no empirical evidence of the 
expected negative association between generativity and self-absorption, but did detect a strong 
positive association between generativity and a tendency towards nurturing. 
 
McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992) suggested that generativity, which has been variously 
described as a need, a drive, a concern, a task and an issue for the developing adult, is fuelled by 
a wish for symbolic immortality and a desire to be needed.  Generativity is akin to attachment in 
that it links the individual with the social world and is strongly associated with intimacy (Ochse 
& Plug, 1986).  While not essential for the negotiation of this generative developmental stage, 
fatherhood is considered to be generative work, calling men to an experience of mutuality 
which, when threatened by events such as divorce, can lead to what Holland (1998) described as 
‘generativity chill’.  Fathers who care for children are involved in fact in a mutual process which 
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fulfils the developmental needs of both parties (Parke, 1981).  Fathers are not always conscious 
of these developmental changes and sometimes misinterpret children’s development as rejection 
of themselves (Skene, 1998).  Those who see fatherhood in terms of generativity explain some 
fathers’ disequilibrium at the birth of children in terms of an unpreparedness to move to the next 
stage of adult development, while they consider others’ intense, emotional reaction as reflective 
of their deep generative sense (Holland, 1998).  Weak empirical support for this generative 
interpretation of fathering came from a limited study by White (1989) who found that some 
fathers spoke of children, particularly sons, as extensions of themselves. 
 
2.4. NURTURING, INVOLVED FATHERING  
The changing conceptualisation of fatherhood brings an expectation that fathers will nurture 
children and be involved in their lives.  Although the two concepts of nurturing and involvement 
seem intuitively simple, practitioners and academics at times attribute different meanings to 
them.  The ambiguity surrounding the concepts tends to confound fathers trying to make sense 
of the paternal role in the modern family and to adjust their behaviour accordingly. 
 
2.4.1. PATERNAL NURTURING  
The concept of paternal nurturing faces two difficulties.  Firstly, the meaning of the term is 
unclear and, secondly, nurturing is so closely associated with mothering that many fathers are 
unable to integrate it into ideals of masculinity.  The ambiguity surrounding fathers’ nurturing 
and its relationship to other paternal behaviours is undeniable (Marsiglio, Day & Lamb, 2000).  
Pruett (1987), for example, initially implied that a nurturing father is one who has primary 
responsibility for children, but later suggested that fathers’ nurturing is much the same as the 
maternal role which seems to involve more than primary responsibility for children.  He referred 
to fathers’ nurturing as incorporating the sort of nurturing qualities evident in most boys up until 
the age of five, and most clearly evident in grandfatherhood (Pruett, 1993).  More recently, he 
described nurturing as ‘an attitude, an instinct and a set of behaviours’ (Pruett & Pruett, 1998).   
 
Other descriptions of nurturing include the psychological, physical, intellectual and spiritual 
support of children (Dowd, 2000), the expression of love for children and the provision of care 
and attention (Harold-Goldsmith, Radin & Eccles, 1988; Sagi, 1982), warmth in parent-child 
interactions (Starrels, 1994), and sensitivity to children’s needs (Levant, 1992).  Confusion about 
the precise meaning of nurturing is accentuated by tautological statements such as nurturing 
fathers are more involved with children than non-nurturing fathers, when involvement was the 
very criterion adopted to describe nurturing (Heath, 1976). 
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Because of nurturing behaviour’s traditional association with mothering, some men consider it 
as unmasculine, a view given some credence by Russell’s (1978) finding that nurturing fathers 
appeared more androgynous than masculine on Bem’s (1974) sex-role scale.  He later described 
these fathers as ‘caregiving’ rather than ‘nurturing’, perhaps to remove any implication that it 
was not manly for fathers to be involved with children (Russell, 1982; Russell & Russell, 1987).  
Since the concept of nurturing is heavily gendered, some have stressed the need to abandon the 
‘mother template’ in defining fatherhood today (Corwyn & Bradley, 1999).  Another risk of 
adopting the gender-laden concept of nurturing is that fathers almost inevitably will appear 
deficient as nurturers if compared to mothers (Aitken, 2000), despite some claims that fathers 
can nurture as well as mothers (Lupton & Barclay, 1997). 
 
2.4.2 FATHERING AND MOTHERING 
Differences and similarities between mothering and fathering are contentious issues for 
researchers and commentators.  As mentioned earlier, the tendency towards gender-neutral 
parenting seems to reflect a widespread need to deny qualitative differences between mothering 
and fathering, perhaps to avoid odious comparisons or competition (Dowd, 2000; Marsiglio, 
1991; Silverstein & Auerbach, 1999).  Some researchers have focused on similarities between 
maternal and paternal behaviour and rate differences between them as less important (Belsky, 
1979; Lamb,1987; Lupton & Barclay, 1997).  Most commentators and researchers, however, 
agree that mothering and fathering are two distinct expressions of parenting.  They see mothers 
and fathers differing in their investment in parenting (Humphrey, 1977; Popenoe, 1996; Risman, 
1987; Scott & Alwin, 1989; Simon, 1992; Thompson & Walker, 1989; Umberson & Gove, 
1989; Walker & McGraw, 2000), and in their capacity to be sensitive to children and to respond 
emotionally to them (Chodorow, 1978; Lamb, 1986, 2000; Levant, 1992; Rosenthal & Keshet, 
1981; Rossi, 1984; Warshak, 1996).  Mothers and fathers, too, differ in the way they view their 
parenting role (Aitken, 2000; Humphrey, 1977; Kranichfeld, 1987) and, above all, in their 
parental behaviour (Belsky, 1979; Blankenhorn, 1995; Brayfield, 1995; Burdon, 1994; 
Chodorow, 1978; Gavan, 2000; Grossman, Pollack & Golding, 1988; Hawkins & Palkovitz, 
1999; Kissman, 1997; Kruk, 1993; Lamb, 1986, 2000; Lamb et al., 1982; LaRossa, 1997; 
Lupton & Barclay, 1997; Marsiglio, 1993; Moloney, 2002; Palm, 1997; Parke, 1981; Popenoe, 
1996; Pruett, 1993; Pruett & Pruett, 1998; Renouf, 1991; Russell & Radojevic, 1992; Sagi, 
1982; Scott & Alwin, 1989; Starrels, 1994; Thompson, 1986; Thompson & Walker, 1989).  The 
question remains whether differences between mothers and fathers arise from culture and choice 
or reflect innate skills and inherited propensity to behave in certain ways (Day, 1998). 
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Socialisation does not seem an adequate explanation for differences between fathering and 
mothering.  Some empirical evidence supports structuralist theory, which proposes situational 
demands rather than socialisation provide a more satisfactory explanation for parental 
differences (Risman, 1986, 1987; Thomson, McLanahan & Curtin, 1992).  According to 
structuralist theory, when the situation demands it, fathers can respond to children in ways that 
resemble mothers’ interaction with children.  Risman (1987) went so far as to conclude that 
parental-role responsibility is as good a predictor of self-assessed feminine qualities as is gender 
itself.  In two-parent families, however, involved fathers generally assume a different parental 
role, which complements rather that imitates that of mothers.  By contributing to children’s 
development and wellbeing, this gender differentiated parenting challenges the ideal of 
androgynous parenting (Blankenhorn, 1995; Popenoe, 1996).  It may well mean, as Marsiglio, 
Day & Lamb (2000) suggested, that fathers’ nurturing behaviour is less important than mothers’ 
nurturing and is not as significant for children as other dimensions of fathering. 
 
One implication of accepting differences between mothering and fathering, between maternal 
and paternal nurturing, is that the question whether fathers can nurture as well as mothers 
(Dowd, 2000) loses much of its relevance.  Much of the research into the quality of fathers’ 
parenting focused on mother-absent households, and found that fathers can be as child-centred 
and as responsive to children’s needs as mothers (Risman, 1987), which supported Belsky’s 
(1979) finding that each parent directed more behaviour towards infants when the other parent 
was absent.  This sort of research may hold the key to both the quantity and quality of fathers’ 
parenting behaviour.  Fathers can be, but generally are not, responsible for children when 
mothers are present (Corwyn & Bradley, 1999; Pruett, 1993; Pruett & Pruett, 1998; Rotundo, 
1987), and commonly undertake the traditional good father role of ‘helping out’ mothers with 
parental responsibility and tasks (Aitken, 2000; Backett, 1987; Russell & Radojevic, 1992).  
Moloney (2000) attributed this situation to the emphasis given to children’s primary attachment 
figures which, he claimed, has tended to sideline fathers within the family.  Fathers’ secondary 
parental role in most families could, however, result from mothers themselves limiting greater 
paternal involvement by acting as gatekeepers to children.  
 
2.5. THE INVOLVED FATHER  
The modern involved father is expected to share in household tasks and to be more active in 
children’s lives.  The extent to which he does both is also a matter of some contention.  Apart 
from reviewing the empirical evidence for paternal involvement, it is also useful to identify 
factors that facilitate or impede such involvement. 
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2.5.1. FATHERS’ INVOLVEMENT IN HOUSEHOLD TASKS 
In the absence of any clear estimate of the extent to which fathers share responsibility for 
household tasks, there is unmistakable evidence that they spend substantially less time than 
mothers performing such tasks (Coltrane, 2000; Demo, 1992; Kalminj, 1999; Scott & Alwin, 
1989; Thompson & Walker, 1989).  This imbalance is true even when both parents are in paid 
employment (Benin & Agostinelli, 1988; Blair & Lichter, 1991; Bradley, 1985; Cohen, 1987; 
Craig, 2003; Venn, 2003).   
 
According to Thompson and Walker (1989), fathers’ contribution to household tasks differs 
from that of mothers in the number and nature of the household tasks they perform.  They 
argued that, apart from performing fewer tasks than mothers, fathers generally perform the 
infrequent and non-routine tasks, such as gardening, while mothers are left to do the routine and 
repetitive household labour.  Barriers identified as impeding fathers’ greater involvement in 
household labour include their lack of skills and motivation, the absence of social supports for a 
more involved role (McBride & Darragh, 1995; Pleck, Lamb & Levine, 1986), as well as work 
commitments and inflexible work hours (Burdon, 1998; DeFrain, 1979). 
 
Parents’ attitudes towards fathers’ provider role seem partly to account for this unequal 
distribution of responsibility for household tasks.  Fathers generally undertake less household 
labour in families where their principal role is thought to be that of provider, and in families 
where mothers in paid employment are not seen to be sharing in the provider role, but to be 
helping the family’s finances (Hood, 1986; Perry-Jenkins & Crouter, 1990).  Evidence confirms 
that the same is true in families where fathers adopt the attitude that they are ‘mothers’ helpers’ 
on the domestic front (Dowd, 2000; McBride & Darragh, 1995). 
 
Despite this uneven distribution of household work between parents, some mothers do not see it 
as unfair (Hawkins et al., 1993; Hawkins, Marshall & Meiners, 1995; Thompson, 1991).  The 
implication is that calls for fathers to share in performing household chores do not necessarily 
mean that mothers want them to share equally, and that perhaps the nature and not the quantity 
of the paternal involvement is more relevant (Burdon, 1994).  Various explanations are offered 
for those mothers who assess the uneven distribution of household tasks as fair.  One proposal is 
that they interpret fathers’ involvement as expressions of love and appreciation (Coltrane, 2000; 
Thompson, 1991); another is that they compare fathers’ involvement with that of other fathers 
rather than with the amount of work they do themselves (Hawkins et al., 1995), or that they 
make allowances for fathers’ occupational status and income (Benin & Agostinelli, 1988).   
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Other explanations are that both parents mutually agree on the level of fathers’ involvement in 
household labour (Hawkins et al., 1995) and that mothers wish to maintain some control of the 
internal family domain which has traditionally been their sphere of influence (Kranichfeld, 
1987). 
 
Overall, fathers in most two-parent families appear to undertake responsibility for fewer 
household tasks than mothers.  Although mothers, especially those in paid employment, want 
fathers to share the burden of household labour, they generally do not seem to expect them to 
undertake an equal amount of it.  For their part, fathers may argue that they make a different but 
important contribution to household labour by maintaining the home.  The key element in it all 
seems to be whether there has been genuine discussion and mutual agreement about what 
household tasks that each parent is to undertake.  
 
2.5.2. FATHERS’ INVOLVEMENT WITH CHILDREN 
Ambramovitch (1997) described the ‘good enough’ involved father as being ‘close (to children) 
but not too close, strong but not overwhelming, loving but not seductive, supportive but able to 
discipline, caring but encouraging autonomy’ (p. 31).  This description, which indicates that 
fathers face the challenge of combining intimacy and authority in exercising their parental role, 
is indicative of a shift among academics, professionals and policy makers from a value-free 
language about fathers’ involvement to a value-advocacy approach about what responsible 
fathering entails (Doherty et al., 1998; Pleck & Masciadrelli, 2004).  Lupton and Barclay (1997) 
warned that calls for fathers to become interdependent rather than autonomous within the family 
may result in them experiencing internal conflict in their attempt to reconcile interdependence 
with traditional experiences of masculinity. 
 
Lamb (1986) proposed a commonly-accepted construct for involved fathering which includes 
three core components of interaction or engagement, accessibility to children, and responsibility 
for their care and welfare.  According to this model, an involved father assumes a far greater 
parental role than simply helping the mother out by taking care of children.  All the components 
in the construct, however, do not necessarily imply direct interaction between fathers and 
children.  Accessibility, or being there for children, and assuming responsibility for such things 
as organising medical appointments, school enrolments or the like, generally occur behind the 
scenes without children being involved.  Because of this, Lamb (2000) was sceptical of the value 
of time-use studies to ascertain the level of paternal involvement but acknowledged that most 
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fathers in intact families do not assume responsibility for children, even when both parents are in 
the labour force.   
 
2.5.3. EXTENT OF FATHERS’ INVOLVEMENT WITH CHILDREN   
The increase in research into the quantity and nature of fathers’ involvement with children has 
occurred within what Dienhart and Daly (1997) described as a ‘culture of maternalism’ which, 
they claimed, idealises motherhood and is conducive to mothers assuming prime responsibility 
for children.  Indicators are, however, that fathers commonly express a desire to be more 
involved with children (Dept of FACS, 1999; Heath, 1976), and that mothers generally perceive 
them to be committed to their parental role (Russell, Barclay, Edgecombe, Donovan, Habib & 
Pawson, 1998; Simon, 1992).  
 
Evidence indicating the extent of fathers’ involvement with children is inconclusive, partly 
because of methodological difficulties, such as a heavy reliance on reports from mothers (Coley 
& Morris, 2002; Marsiglio, 1993) who tend to under-estimate the level of paternal involvement 
(Pleck, 1997).  Inconclusive evidence also stems from the confusion about the conceptualisation 
of fathers’ involvement with children (LaRossa, 1988; Palkovitz, 2002).  Following calls in 
recent times for the development of a more comprehensive concept of paternal involvement 
(Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999; Palkovitz, 2002), concepts such as ‘fatherwork’ (Dollahite et al., 
1997) and ‘responsible fathering’ (Doherty et al., 1998; Marsiglio, Day & Lamb, 2000) have 
appeared.  Their conceptual complexity demands sophisticated empirical studies, which are able 
to draw on more than temporal and observable measures to determine the level of fathers’ 
involvement with children. 
 
Most studies of paternal involvement have focused on fathers’ direct interaction with children 
(Cooksey & Fondell, 1996; Eggebeen & Knoester, 2001; Marsiglio, 1991a; Minton & Pasley, 
1996; Pleck & Masciadrelli, 2004; Wood & Repetti, 2004; Yeung et al., 2001).  They have 
included behaviours such as spending time with children both in leisure activities outside of 
home and in working and playing at home, helping with homework and other tasks, talking to 
children, giving them support and putting realistic restrictions on their behaviour.  Drawing on 
data from the 1988 National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH), Blair et al. (1994) 
concluded that mothers were clearly the more involved parents according to these criteria, and 
that fathers supported children less and put fewer restrictions on their behaviour.  This is 
consistent with widespread evidence from studies of traditional two-parent households that 
fathers are not as involved with children as are mothers (Cowan & Cowan, 1988; Hofferth, 
 34
Pleck, Stueve, Bianchi & Sayer, 2002; McBride & Rane, 1998; Pleck, 1997; Russell, 1978; 
Russell & Russell, 1987; Sandberg & Hofferth, 2001; Simons & Beaman, 1996; Thomson et al., 
1992; White, 1989), but spend more time with children on weekends than on weekdays (Dept of 
FACS, 1999; Hofferth et al., 2002; Yeung et al., 2001).  In his study of what he termed ‘non-
traditional families’, where fathers assume almost as much caregiving involvement as mothers, 
Russell (1982) found them to have fewer children, who tended to be older than those in 
traditional families.  
 
Fathers differ from mothers not only in the quantity but also in the nature of their involvement 
with children.  Although mothers spend more time than fathers playing with children, evidence 
confirms that fathers spend a higher proportion of their involvement with infants and children in 
play (Hanson & Bozett, 1987; Lamb, 1997; Marsiglio, 1991; Pleck & Masciadrelli, 2004; 
Russell, 1978; Yeung et al., 2001) and a smaller proportion of time in caring for them (Russell, 
1982; Russell & Russell, 1987).  Fathers also tend to measure involvement principally in terms 
of time spent with children rather than quality of their interaction with them, so that the common 
image of a ‘good father’ is one who devotes time to children (Daly, 1996).  This emphasis on 
time spent is conducive to accurate measurement of involvement (Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999), 
but ignores evidence that the nature of fathers’ interaction with children is more important for 
children’s adjustment and development than the amount of time spent together (Henderson, 
1980; Lamb & Kelly, 2001; Palkovitz, 2002). 
 
2.5.4. PREDICTORS OF FATHERS’ INVOLVEMENT WITH CHILDREN  
Although no individual variable serves as a predominant and universal influence on the level of 
fathers’ involvement with children (Pleck & Masciadrelli, 2004), family studies have identified a 
number of personal and contextual factors associated with it.  Factors pertaining to fathers 
include demographic details, personality, self-confidence, fatherhood salience and parental role 
strain.  Those pertaining to children include age, sex and temperament.  The contextual factors 
are work commitments, quality of the marital relationship, mothers’ attitudes, and social support 
and attitudes.   
 
2.5.4.1. Fathers’ demographic details:  
The age at which men become fathers appears to influence their level of parental involvement.  
Although there is some evidence of a negative association between fathers’ age and involvement 
(Bulanda, 2004), other studies have shown that those who father children at an older age are 
more involved (Coley & Morris, 2002; Hofferth et al., 2002) and are happier to be involved than 
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younger fathers (Burdon, 1994).  This could reflect the likelihood that older men often 
deliberately decide to become fathers and are more ready to undertake parental responsibility.  
Younger fathers, however, are at a developmental stage where they are engaged in meeting 
instrumental requirements of the male role with an emphasis on achievement, status, dominance 
and control.  Some commentators (Hawkins, 1992; Marsiglio, 1993; Moreland & Schwebel, 
1981) suggest that it is often a difficult adjustment for them to assume a more expressive, 
sensitive parental role. 
 
Fathers’ race, particularly in the US, is another factor influencing fathers’ involvement with 
children.  White fathers have been found to be more involved than blacks and Hispanics, but this 
difference is likely to result from the large number of black and Hispanic fathers who do not co-
reside with children (Hernandez & Brandon, 2002).  Fathers’ level of education and social class 
have been found to impact more on the type than on the level of fathers’ involvement with 
children (Cooksey & Fondell, 1996; Jain et al., 1996; Marsiglio, 1991a; Pleck & Pleck, 1997; 
Rotundo, 1987). 
 
2.5.4.2. Fathers’ personality and self confidence  
Evidence has shown that fathers’ psychological and emotional stability predict both the quantity 
and quality of their involvement with children (Belsky, 1984; Grossman et al., 1988; Harold-
Goldsmith et al., 1988; Ihinger-Tallman, et al., 1993; Jaffee, Moffitt, Caspi & Taylor, 2003; 
McBride & Rane, 1998).  Involved fathers have displayed low scores on a neuroticism scale 
(Jain et al., 1996), low levels of depression, high self-esteem and an overall healthy adaptation to 
life (Pleck, 1997).  Israeli fathers with high scores on measures of affiliation were more involved 
in playing with children, while those who scored highly on measures of autonomy displayed 
more caregiving behaviour (Levy-Shiff & Israelashvili, 1988).  Sullivan & Howard (2000) 
proposed an indirect link between fathers’ personality and their involvement with children, 
because personality influences choice of partner, the quality of the marital relationship and the 
amount of social support available to them on becoming fathers.  
 
Research has found that fathers who lack confidence in dealing with children tend to avoid 
becoming involved with them (Cowan & Cowan, 1988; Lamb, 1986; Levant, 1992; McBride & 
Darragh, 1995).  However, once they have gained some confidence in their paternal role by 
engaging with children in enjoyable activities, fathers are more likely to improve their capacity 
to relate to children, to be sensitive to them and to be able to respond to their needs (Minton & 
Pasley, 1996).  Mondell and Tyler (1981) concluded that those possessing a psychosocial 
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competence, by which they meant self-efficacy, trust and an active coping style, are likely to 
have better quality interaction with their children.  This in turn tends to increase parental-role 
competence. 
 
2.5.4.3. Fatherhood salience 
The salience of fatherhood, which Lamb (1986) attributed to the influence of the women’s 
movement challenging traditional female and male roles within the family, provides fathers with 
the motivation to be involved in family life (Pleck, 1997).  Although Minton and Pasley (1996) 
questioned the validity of some measures of fatherhood salience employed in earlier research, 
several more recent studies have found a positive correlation between fatherhood salience and 
level of involvement (Bruce & Fox, 1999; Fox & Bruce, 2000; Lamb, 1997, 2000).  
 
Factors identified as being associated with fatherhood salience include a biological link to 
children (Cooksey & Fondell, 1996; Marsiglio, 1991a), presence at their birth, (Henderson, 
1980; Russell & Radojevic, 1992), and co-residence with them (Bruce & Fox, 1999; Coley & 
Morris, 2002; Eggebeen & Knoester, 2001; Furstenberg & Weiss, 2000; Minton & Pasley, 
1996).  Fathers’ own developmental histories have also been found to influence the salience that 
fatherhood carries for them (Dept of FACS, 1999; Russell et al., 1998; White, 1989).  Many 
commentators have noted that fathers either model their parental behaviour on their own fathers’ 
involvement with them, or attempt to compensate for the lack of it, while at the same time 
acknowledging inherent generational differences in acceptable fathering behaviour (Belsky, 
1984; Daly, 1993; Holland, 1994; McBride & Darragh, 1995; Pleck, 1997; Sagi, 1982).   
 
2.5.4.4. Fathers’ role strain:   
Some fathers are deterred from being very involved with children because they experience what 
symbolic interaction theory describes as role strain.  Role strain, which stems from their 
difficulty in meeting perceived expectations of them as fathers, often negatively affects their 
psychological health (Barnett, Marshall & Pleck, 1992).  A source of role strain for some fathers 
is the tension between fulfilling the traditional breadwinner role and responding to demands for 
them to be more involved in day-to-day interactions with children (Blankenhorn, 1995; Daly, 
1996; Moreland & Schwebel, 1981; Skene, 1998; Weiss, 1985).  For some, it is the tension of 
balancing work and family relationship needs (Dept of FACS, 1999; Wade & Gelso, 1998).  For 
others, it is confusion they experience about fathering which often stems from the absence of 
suitable father-role models (Sullivan, 2000). 
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For some fathers, the role strain stems from the discrepancy between self-concept and same-sex 
ideal (Garnets & Pleck, 1979).  They experience a real tension between being involved in family 
life, which in early research was associated more with androgynous fathers (Russell, 1978), and 
their traditional view of masculinity.  Some espouse an ideal of masculinity which not only 
emphasises status, power and control, but also eschews feelings and encourages separation from 
others, particularly women, (Formaini, 1990; Kaufman, 1987; Levant, 1992; Walters, 1993; 
Weiss, 1985).  These fathers may then experience considerable sex role strain when called upon 
to express emotion and affection for their children and to become involved with them (Berger, 
1979; Mahalik, Cournoyer, DeFranc, Cherry & Napolitano, 1998; Wade, 1998).  Their identity, 
which is based on the social construct of masculinity, is severely threatened unless they are able 
to deconstruct it, similar to the way some feminists have successfully deconstructed womanhood 
(Doherty, 1991; Levant, 1992).  If able to do so, they are in a position to embrace a 
reconstructed masculinity which reduces, if not removes, any strain between it and involved 
fatherhood (Blankenhorn, 1995; Hawkins & Belsky, 1989; Sagi, 1982; White, 1989).  If unable 
to do so, they tend to be minimally involved with children because of the discomfort inherent in 
such involvement.  Evidence that sex role strain is not an issue for fathers with primary care of 
children (Russell, 1986) suggests that it is more common among those who assume a traditional 
parental role. 
 
2.5.4.5. Children’s age, sex and temperament 
Evidence that children’s age impacts on fathers’ level of involvement is inconclusive.  
Conventional wisdom suggests that fathers are more interested in children as they get older.  In 
light of evidence that fathers are not very involved with infants, Cooksey and Fondell (1996) 
concluded that interaction with infants is not normative for men.  Indicators of fathers’ increased 
involvement with pre-school age children (Bruce & Fox, 1999; Daly, 1996) prompted the 
suggestion that caring for, and interacting with, older children may be more congruent with 
traditional concepts of masculinity (Brayfield, 1995).  Other studies, however, either found that 
fathers spend more time with younger children (De Luccie, 1995; Lamb, 2000; Russell et al., 
1998; Yeung et al., 2001), or that there is no significant association between children’s age and 
father involvement (Bruce & Fox, 1999). 
 
The lack of consistent evidence concerning the impact of children’s age on fathers’ involvement 
may stem in part from the variation in the ages of children from study to study.  The terms 
‘younger’ and ‘older’ are relative and inevitably vary in meaning between studies in which 
children’s ages are not controlled.  Research in which older children are teenagers may well find 
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different outcomes to that involving a younger age range, particularly as father-child interaction 
is thought to become more complex and multi-faceted as children mature (Thompson, 1986).  
 
Evidence that the sex of children has some influence on both the quantity and quality of fathers’ 
involvement is inconsistent.  Generally, fathers are more involved with sons than daughters 
(Blair et al., 1994; Bulanda, 2004; Wood & Repetti, 2004), although some studies failed to find 
that children’s sex significantly affected paternal involvement (Grossman et al., 1988; Marsiglio, 
1991a; Russell & Russell, 1987).  In a study of infants, Belsky (1979) found that fathers 
interacted more with sons than daughters, but a later study of fathers of first-born infants found 
that those with sons had lower self-esteem than those with daughters (Hawkins & Belsky, 1989).  
The authors attributed this unexpected result to either fathers being able to maintain a stronger 
sense of masculinity when the only male in the family, or to infant sons being more demanding 
than daughters.  In studies of school-age children, fathers have been found to interact more with 
sons, or even with children of mixed gender, than with daughters (Cooksey & Fondell, 1996; 
Marsiglio, 1991, 1991a).  Harris and Morgan (1991) found the same result in a study of fathers 
of adolescent children.   
 
Evidence of the influence of children’s sex on the quality of fathers’ involvement has shown that 
fathers, although more involved with sons, are less inclined to display nurturing behaviour 
towards them than to daughters (Pleck, 1997; Starrels, 1994).  White (1989) also found that 
fathers perceived they had a different parental responsibility for sons than for daughters.  These 
differences may reflect fathers’ fears of being labelled as odd or gay by showing warmth and 
affection towards sons. 
 
Some studies have found that fathers of children with difficult temperaments tend to be less 
involved with them (Belsky, 1984; McBride, Schoppe & Rane, 2002) although, once again, the 
evidence is not always consistent.  Jain et al. (1996) did not find fathers were significantly less 
involved with toddlers considered to have a difficult temperament.  Starrels (1994) provided 
some evidence of the influence of children’s temperament on the quality of fathers’ 
involvement, reporting that fathers rated themselves to be closer to, and more nurturing towards, 
children who were not argumentative. 
 
2.5.4.6. Fathers’ work commitments and the marital relationship  
Fathers commonly attribute their limited involvement with children to the temporal and 
emotional demands of work commitments (Brayfield, 1995; Burdon, 1994, 1998; Cohen, 1987; 
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Corwyn & Bradley, 1999; Daly, 1996; DeFrain, 1979; Dept of FACS, 1999; Dienhart & Daly, 
1997; Edgar & Glezer, 1992; Eiduson & Alexander, 1978; Hanson & Bozett, 1987; Holland, 
1994; McBride & Darragh, 1995; Parke, 1981; Rotundo, 1987; Russell & Radojevic 1992; 
White, 1989).  Fathers who are highly satisfied with their work are generally less involved in 
family life, whereas those for whom work provides low satisfaction are usually highly involved 
(Feldman, Nash & Aschenbrenner, 1983; Grossman et al., 1988).  However, there is some 
evidence (Harold-Goldsmith et al., 1988) that work affects the quality rather than the level of 
involvement.  This study found that unemployed fathers, free from the demands of work, 
assumed more responsibility for child care, but were not more involved in nurturing the children 
or in making parental decisions.  The negative association between work commitments and 
fathers’ involvement has led to calls for more flexibility in the workplace (Parke, 1981), as well 
as to suggestions that fathers may not be as willing or able as mothers to combine the demands 
of family work with those of paid employment (Lamb, 1986).  
 
Several studies found the quality of the marital relationship to be positively associated with 
fathers’ involvement with children (Blair et al., 1994; Corwyn & Bradley, 1999; De Luccie, 
1995; Doherty, 1997; Doherty et al., 1998; Dowd, 2000; Feldman et al., 1983; Fox & Bruce, 
2001; Kalminj, 1999; Levy-Shiff & Israelashvili, 1988).  Conversely, Grych and Fincham 
(1990) proposed that interparental conflict could negatively impact on fathers’ relationship with 
children because it tends to result in fathers withdrawing from them.  However, in their study of 
middle-class couples, McBride and Rane (1998) further refined the key factor in the marital 
relationship that affects fathers’ level of involvement.  They identified it not as satisfaction with 
the marital relationship, but as the parenting alliance by which parents are able to recognise, 
respect and value the parenting behaviour of each other.  This alliance can be strong even among 
parents who are dissatisfied with the marital relationship.  
 
2.5.4.7. Mothers’ attitude to fathers’ involvement   
A significant contextual factor, which can substantially influence fathers’ involvement with 
children, is mothers’ attitude towards it.  Mothers with a positive, supportive attitude towards 
fathers’ involvement can facilitate it, just as those who are negative or who adopt a strong 
gatekeeping role with respect to children can impede it.   
 
Mothers’ attitude towards fathers involvement has been found not only to be positively 
associated with it, (Holland, 1994; Lamb, 1997; McBride & Darragh, 1995;) but also to be 
predictive of it (De Luccie, 1995; McBride & Rane, 1998).  Belsky (1984) suggested that 
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fathers, when feeling supported by mothers, develop a deeper sense of parental competence, 
which in turn facilitates their involvement, even with children of difficult temperament.  Fathers 
also have been found to be more involved when mothers in paid employment invite or need 
them to be so (Brayfield, 1995; Bulanda, 2004; Burdon, 1994; Coley & Morris, 2002; Lamb et 
al., 1987; McBride & Darragh, 1995; Sandberg & Hofferth, 2001; Wood & Repetti, 2004). 
 
Maternal support for fathers’ involvement with children is not only conducive of fathers being 
involved, but has been found to be negatively associated with interparental conflict (Russell, 
1982), and even separation and divorce (Hawkins et al., 1993).  Another way in which mothers 
positively influence fathers’ involvement is by their own parental competency which has been 
found to be linked to fathers’ feeling of competence and their subsequent involvement with 
children (Daly, 1993; Grossman et al., 1988; Holland, 1994).  This link suggests that mothers 
can be instrumental in developing paternal parenting skills, which in turn add to fathers’ level of 
confidence in the parental role.  
 
Mothers, however, can impede fathers from being involved with children, particularly if they see 
fathers as a threat to their own closeness to children (Marks, 2002).  According to 
psychoanalytic theory, feelings of being threatened in the parental role can lead to some mothers 
assuming a strong gatekeeping role.  Allens and Hawkins (1999) defined gatekeeping as ‘a 
collection of beliefs and behaviours that ultimately limit a collaborative effort between men and 
women in family work by limiting men’s opportunities for learning and growing through caring 
for home and children’ (p. 200).  Some feminist authors, however, reject this concept of 
maternal gatekeeping as little more than a convenient rationale for fathers’ low level of 
involvement with children (Walker & McGraw, 2000).  In their view, it allows fathers to avoid 
responsibility for their own parenting and to blame mothers for their own parental shortcomings. 
 
Fathers, by their attitudes and behaviours, can contribute to mothers assuming the role of 
gatekeeper (Cowan & Cowan, 1988; Kissman, 1997).  In traditional families, in which, parental 
roles tend to be clearly defined, any attempts by fathers to become more involved with children 
can appear as a threat to mothers’ power and control (Berger, 1979).  Some commentators 
(Backett, 1987; De Luccie, 1995) propose that, even in modern families where theoretically both 
parents subscribe to fathers’ direct involvement with children, mothers still exercise a ‘hidden 
power’ within the family which prevents fathers from being too involved in children’s lives. 
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One way that mothers exercise their gatekeeping role is by overseeing fathers’ participation in 
housework and child care which, according to Lamb et al. (1987), signals a lack of confidence in 
the quality of fathers’ contribution to both.  When mothers adopt the role of household managers 
and rely on fathers to help in caring for children, fathers tend to see themselves as ‘relieving’ 
mothers of child-rearing pressures and ‘deputising’ for them in emergencies (Backett, 1987; 
Daly, 1996).  This partly explains evidence that many fathers help out in domestic matters rather 
than assume responsibility for household and child-rearing tasks (Brayfield, 1995; Drakich, 
1989). 
 
Gatekeeping can be for some mothers an important defence against perceived potential threats to 
maternal identity (Pruett, 1987).  In these families, substantial or increased involvement by 
fathers can destabilise the parental relationship and be counter-productive for children (Lamb et 
al., 1987).  Because fathers’ involvement with children needs to suit both parents, there needs to 
be some negotiation between them rather than it simply be in accord with some theoretical set of 
ideals (Backett, 1987). When negotiation is effective, fathers’ involvement has been found to be 
strongly associated with marital satisfaction (De Luccie, 1995).   
 
2.5.4.8. Social support and attitudes 
Policy and practice of some social and government agencies can impede fathers’ involvement 
with children.  Agencies can fail to recognise that some fathers are assuming a more active 
parental role and are competent to make decisions regarding children.  By referring matters 
concerning children almost exclusively to mothers, such agencies act in a discouraging, if not 
hostile, manner towards greater father involvement (Giveans & Robinson, 1985; Renouf, 1991; 
Russell & Radojevic, 1992).  King (2000) noted that nongovernment agencies frequently fail to 
engage fathers in matters pertaining to families, although there are some indications that father-
inclusive policies and practices are becoming more common (Gavan, 2000).  
 
A less obvious deterrent of fathers becoming involved with children is what commentators have 
termed the ‘deficit perspective of fathering’ which, in the context of what Doherty (1991) 
believed to be a widespread negativity towards men in general, has underpinned much of what 
has been written about fathers (King, 2000; Lupton & Barclay, 1997; McKenry et al., 1992). 
Some (Long, 1997; West, 1999) identified as an expression of this deficit perspective what 
Marsiglio (1993) suggested to be the growing tendency of social institutions to treat fathers as 
not being integral members of families.  According to Hawkins and Dollahite (1997), another 
expression of the deficit paradigm is the depiction of fathers as emotionally distant, as being 
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psychologically and sometimes physically absent from children, or as being functionally absent 
from the home by their under-involvement in household labour.  Other common defective 
images of fathers are that they are symbolic models of power and authority, who reinforce 
children’s sex-type behaviour, who dominate and control women (Moloney, 2002; Moreland & 
Schwebel, 1981), or even resort to physical violence within the home (Coochey, 1995).  Daly 
(1996) claimed that fathers are also depicted as abusive, emotionally challenged and under-
involved in caring for children, while Dowd (2000) perceived the dominant pattern of 
fatherhood to be characterised by abandonment and a lack of connection. 
 
Fathers can be discouraged from being involved with children because such a societal attitude 
tends to misconstrue their motives and to interpret their parental failures as indications of their 
unwillingness to be involved with children (Hawkins & Dollahite, 1997).  As Daly (1996) 
pointed out, the deficit perspective diminishes the significance of the changes fathers are in fact 
making to their parental role.  A further danger of the deficit perspective of fathering is that it 
can encourage mothers to see fathers simply as helpers rather than as collaborators in the 
parenting role, and can result in mothers becoming entrenched in a gatekeeping role.   
 
2.6. FATHERS’ CONTRIBUTION TO CHILDREN’S WELLBEING 
Fathers’ importance for children’s wellbeing is generally accepted in psychoanalytic theory, 
which focuses on their significant impact on children’s internal world and their contribution to 
children’s healthy development (Target & Fonagy, 2002).  Other psychological and sociological 
theories, however, adopt a less unequivocal attitude towards fathers’ importance and 
contribution to children.  Silverstein and Auerbach (1999), for example, argued strongly against 
‘neoconservative’ authors such as Blankehorn (1995) and Popenoe (1996) for proposing that 
fathers are essential for children’s wellbeing, and that the optimal environment for involved 
fathers to fulfil their parental role is heterosexual marriage.   
 
Despite conflicting views on fathers’ parental contribution, most agree on the significance of 
their financial support of children.  The significance of fathers’ economic support for children 
has been borne out particularly by studies of separated families, which have demonstrated a 
strong association between fathers’ continued financial support and positive educational and 
social outcomes for children (Furstenberg, Morgan & Allison, 1987; Lamb et al., 1997; King, 
1994).  However, the implication of limiting fathers’ contribution to children to providing 
financial capital is that fathers’ presence and involvement become dispensable within either the  
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intact or separated family.  Empirical evidence suggests otherwise, confirming the positive 
impact that involved fathers can have on children at all stages of their growth. 
 
Clearly, the quantity of fathers’ involvement with children in itself does not adequately explain 
the positive contribution fathers can make to children’s wellbeing because, in some families, 
more involvement is not always better (Palkovitz, 2002).  Although more difficult to identify 
and measure than quantity, the quality of fathers’ involvement is vitally important.  As Marsiglio 
et al. (2000) concluded from their review of scholarship on fatherhood over the last decade, what 
happens between fathers and children is more important than the level of fathers’ involvement.  
The same authors reported a positive association between healthy outcomes for children and 
adolescents and what they termed ‘authoritative parenting’, as expressed in fathers spending 
time with children, giving them emotional support, providing every day assistance and 
monitoring their behaviour.  Without specifying each parent’s particular contribution to 
children’s development and wellbeing, Amato and Fowler (2002) reached a similar conclusion.  
They found among different groups in North American society that parental support, monitoring 
and the absence of harsh treatment were positively associated with children’s educational 
achievement and social behaviour, and negatively with problem behaviour and internalised 
problems, such as low self-esteem and depression. 
 
Fathers have been found to influence children’s self-esteem (Amato, 1986; Balcom, 1998), 
cognitive development and academic achievement (Bronstein, Stoll, Clauson, Abrams & 
Briones, 1994; Coley, 1998; Cooksey & Fondell, 1996; Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1986), 
prosocial behaviour (Amato & Rivera, 1999; Belsky, 1998; Coley, 1998), and sex-role 
orientation, identity and socialisation (Burdon, 1994; Drake & McDougall, 1977; Parke, 1981).  
Fathers’ involvement has also been found to influence adolescent psychosocial adjustment and 
wellbeing (Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1986; Thomas & Forehand, 1993; Weston, 1997). 
 
The full extent of fathers’ positive contribution to children’s development and wellbeing is 
likely to result from family dynamics.  Lamb (1986), for example, suggested that children tend 
to benefit from fathers’ involvement when both parents want the involvement and neither feels 
resentful or marginalised within the family.  Similarly, according to systemic theory, much of 
fathers’ contribution to children’s wellbeing is indirect.  By offering emotional support to 
mothers, fathers are likely to enhance mother-child relationships, which in turn have positive 
outcomes for children (Lamb, 1998; 2000).    Also, by contributing to the quality of the marital  
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relationship, fathers can promote children’s wellbeing and healthy development (Cummings & 
O’Reilly, 1997). 
 
2.7. CONCLUSION 
The burgeoning literature on fatherhood has focused attention on men’s role within the family in 
this time of transition and rapid social change.  It could well be optimistic to predict that the 
construct of fatherhood and the father-role will clarify as the rate of social change slows, for 
there is no indication that either will occur.  Clearly, there is a new emphasis on fathers’ role 
within the family, particularly among the educated and middle-class members of western 
society.  Fathers, to varying degrees and with mixed success, are responding to a variety of 
pressures to be more than economic providers for families and to be actively involved in 
children’s lives.  When they do so, indicators are that not only children but also fathers 
themselves are enjoying and benefiting from the changed parental role. 
 
A review of fathers’ role in intact families is important because the issues they face have 
significant implications for fathers in separated families, as will be seen in the following chapter.  
Nonresident fathers are often unclear about their parental role within the separated family apart 
from financially supporting children, because that is what society signals to be their prime 
responsibility.  Their changed family structure generally reduces fathers’ involvement with 
children.  This is borne out by nonresident fathers’ common complaint that, after being 
encouraged to be involved with children prior to separation, they encounter many obstacles to 
significant involvement with them after separation. Within the separated family, nonresident 
fathers face even more challenges as they strive to adjust to their new parental role amidst the 
confusion surrounding it, and to maintain a significant involvement in children’s lives. 
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CHAPTER 3 
NONRESIDENT FATHERS 
3.1. INTRODUCTION  
Until recently, nonresident fathers, who had either been married to resident mothers or had 
cohabited with them in what have been termed ‘fragile families’ (Carlson & McLanahan, 2002; 
McLanahan & Carlson, 2004), were rarely included in studies of separated families.  This 
chapter reviews some of the relevant literature and research dealing with nonresident fathers.  
It begins by exploring the particular difficulties nonresident fathers face in fulfilling the 
demands of their new parental role in the context of the deficit paradigm, which surrounds 
them.  It acknowledges their often-unrecognised grief and reviews the attitude of social 
institutions towards the nonresident-father role.  It then analyses the three core features of 
nonresident fathering: the level of engagement with children and factors impacting on that 
engagement, the financial support of children, and lastly the interparental relationship.  The 
chapter concludes with a consideration of nonresident fathers’ contribution to children’s 
wellbeing and adjustment. 
 
3.2. ROLE OF NONRESIDENT FATHERS 
Historically, as seen in the previous chapter, fathers have not featured prominently in family 
studies, and until relatively recently were thought to contribute little to children’s development 
and adjustment (Coley, 1998; Jacobs, 1982; Strug & Wilmore-Schaeffer, 2003).  Because 
fathers were rarely included in early research, our knowledge of them depended largely on 
mothers’ or children’s perceptions, which may or may not have accurately reflected fathers’ 
experience of family life. 
 
Similarly, because studies of separated families rarely included nonresident fathers, whom 
Amato (1998) described as having to adjust to a ‘new type of fatherhood’, our understanding of 
them relied on resident mothers’ reports and assessments (Furstenberg et al., 1983; Furstenberg 
& Nord, 1985; Hetherington et al., 1976; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988).  It is reasonable now to 
anticipate that significant changes to both family life and to what is expected of fathers in 
general would be having some influence on nonresident fathers, who now constitute a sizeable 
proportion of fathers in most western societies.  Although nonresident fathers do not constitute 
a homogeneous group because of the many variations they bring to their fathering after 
separation, they undoubtedly share common experiences as they adjust to the many factors that 
impinge on their post-separation family functioning. 
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Theoretically, fathering before and after separation has common features.  Fathers’ parental 
role implies being involved in children’s lives, financially contributing to their upkeep, and 
relating as parents with children’s mothers.  Undoubtedly, fathers differ greatly in the extent to 
which they fulfil any one of these three closely interrelated elements of parental responsibility. 
 
Nonresident fathers face particular difficulties because separation generally challenges their 
competence (Pruett & Pruett, 1998) and identity, both as men (Arendell, 1995) and as fathers 
(Ambrose, Harper & Pemberton, 1983).  They have to accept that they are unable to fulfil their 
parental responsibilities in the same way they did when living with partners and children.  
They have to work out a new role in the family system (Ellard, 1995; King, 1994; Stone, 
2001), amidst a good deal of ambiguity arising from the lack of socially prescribed norms 
(Kissman, 1997; McKenry et al., 1992; Madden-Derdich & Leonard, 2002; Seltzer, 1991).  
Without adjusting reasonably well to this new type of fatherhood, they jeopardise their chances 
of usefully parenting children. 
 
3.2.1. DIFFICULTIES OF NONRESIDENT FATHERING 
Because they do not co-reside with children, nonresident fathers have limited opportunities to 
be involved in their lives, often being unavailable at those times when children look for 
paternal support or need discipline (Pryor & Rodgers, 2001).  Circumstances, such as the 
common regime of alternate weekend contact, restrict the time they can spend with children, an 
essential element of any parental role, and seriously reduce the scope for them to be 
responsible for, or involved in, children’s everyday activities and interests (Blankenhorn, 1995; 
Lamb, 2002; Pruett & Pruett, 1998).  Nonresident fathers also depend on resident mothers’ 
willingness to involve them in the parental role.  Without an invitation to be involved, they are 
generally powerless in offering parental support, guidance or discipline because separation 
provides resident mothers with an even greater opportunity to act as gatekeepers with respect to 
children (Kurdek, 1981; Seltzer & Brandeth, 1994).  Nonresident fathers commonly identify as 
their greatest challenge the maintenance of a significant relationship with children in the face 
of what they experience as an erosion of their parental role (Guttman, 1989; McMurray & 
Blackmore, 1993). 
 
Many nonresident fathers have difficulty financially supporting their children.  Separation 
commonly results in a reduced standard of living for all family members, because it requires 
the financing of two households.  As the parents who generally have moved out of the 
matrimonial home, nonresident fathers often face considerable financial pressure in their 
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attempts to re-establish themselves and provide adequate housing for children during contact 
periods.  Some also have difficulty accepting that they have little or no input into the way their 
financial contribution is spent on children (Bertoika & Drakich, 1993).  
 
Interparental acrimony following separation often limits nonresident fathers’ ability to maintain 
a cordial relationship with former partners.  Many are unable to put aside hostilities and to co-
operate in raising children because they struggle to differentiate the interparental from the 
parental relationship. 
 
3.2.2. DEFICIT PARADIGM OF NONRESIDENT FATHERS 
As with fathers in general, a deficit paradigm permeates much of the literature about 
nonresident fathers, who have to fulfil their parental role amidst attitudes stemming from 
‘status-laden conceptualisations of parenthood, which emphasise deficiencies associated with 
noncustodial parenting situations’ (Arditti, 1995, p283).  The divorce literature at times 
suggests that nonresident fathers do not care for children (Baker & McMurray, 1998) or 
contribute little, if anything, to their wellbeing (Furstenberg et al., 1987), themes which Strug 
and Wilmore-Schaeffer (2003) found still prevail in recent social work literature.  In light of 
such views, it is important to clarify what is expected of nonresident fathers and against what 
criteria they are deemed to be deficient.  Only then is it possible to decide whether the criteria 
are in fact realistic or whether they inevitably consign nonresident fathers to failure. 
 
Comparisons between nonresident fathers and those living in intact families, particularly in 
relation to their level of personal and financial involvement in children’s lives (Arendell, 1992; 
Furstenberg et al., 1987; Teachman, 1991) are problematic, because they inevitably lead to the 
conclusion that many nonresident fathers simply do not measure up.  By its very structure, the 
sole-residence arrangement severely limits nonresident fathers’ opportunities to participate in 
children’s lives by, for example, helping with homework or attending school events (Arditti, 
1995; Ochiltree, 1987).  Fathers, who no longer reside with children and whose intimate 
relationship with mothers has broken down, almost inevitably are less involved with children.  
To compare them with fathers in intact families adds little to our understanding of nonresident 
fathering, and fuels prevailing attitudes that nonresident fathers are often deficient as parents. 
 
The feminist perspective underpinning some studies has also added to the portrayal of 
nonresident fathers as deficient.  As already seen, Arendell (1992, 1992a, 1995) concluded that 
most nonresident fathers see the legal system as discriminating against them, are frustrated, 
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discontent and inflexible in their conduct and views, and unable to separate children from 
former partners.  She considered only the ‘androgynous’ minority is child-centred, co-
operative, actively engaged in parenting, and pleased with their parental role.  She claimed that, 
because these fathers defy the norms of masculinity, they often question their identity as men.  
She further suggested that the ‘sensitive, new age fathers’ among them are mainly motivated 
by a hunger for intimacy.  
 
Arendell (1992) labelled the majority story as a ‘masculinist discourse of divorce’ with its 
central theme of paternal ‘rights’ to describe ‘what was expected, desired and believed to be 
deserved as a man’ (p 568).  She proposed that this language of rights implied control and 
authority in the post-divorce family, and stemmed from fathers’ dissatisfaction with mothers’ 
increase in parental authority and responsibilities after separation (italics mine).  The 
substitution of fathers’ ‘control’ with mothers’ ‘responsibilities’ in the post-separation family is 
a subtle way of presenting a negative image of nonresident fathers.  By interpreting post-
separation interparental conflict in terms of the construct of gender rather than an artefact of 
the sole-residence arrangement, Arendell (1995) further suggests that nonresident fathers lack 
parental insights. 
 
Feminist authors also accuse nonresident fathers of being principally concerned with asserting 
or protecting their paternal rights (Arendell, 1995; Kaye & Tolmie, 1998), or of wanting equal 
access to children and a share in decision-making, but not being willing to take equal 
responsibility and care for children (Bertoia & Drakich, 1993).  These accusations, which seem 
to imply that nonresident fathers are neglecting children’s needs, suggest that children are the 
only members with rights in the post-separation family, and that nonresident fathers lose 
parental rights after divorce.  By talking about their rights, nonresident fathers may not be 
protecting their own privileged family position but wanting some legitimacy within the 
separated family.  An interesting contrast is that resident mothers, who legitimately and often 
justifiably take out Apprehended Violence Orders to protect themselves or to safeguard their 
personal boundaries after separation, are rarely, if ever, criticised for defending their rights and 
not thinking of children.  
 
Another expression of this deficit paradigm surrounding nonresident fathers is the continuing 
influence of early research findings that most nonresident fathers disengage from children 
within a few years of separation (Furstenberg, et al., 1983; Furstenberg & Nord, 1985), despite 
more recent evidence that most nonresident fathers maintain contact with children (Ahrons & 
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Miller, 1993; Arditti, 1992; Braver et al., 1991; Erera, Minton, Pasley & Mandel, 1999; 
Gibson, 1992; Healy, Malley & Stewart, 1990; Maccoby, Buchanan, Mnookin & Dornbusch, 
1993; Seltzer, 1991).  Berns (1999), for example, referred to ‘incontrovertible evidence that a 
majority of non-residential fathers do not maintain contact with their children for a sustained 
period following separation or dissolution’ (p 23).  Stewart (1999) described the level of 
nonresident fathers’ involvement with children as ‘extremely low’, despite finding that almost 
an equal proportion of nonresident mothers rarely or never saw children.  These criticisms of 
nonresident fathers’ disengagement from children also seem to assume that contact with 
children is solely within the fathers’ control (Baker & McMurray, 1998), an assumption which 
contradicts evidence that both resident mothers and children themselves have some input into 
the frequency of father-child contact (Fulton, 1979; King & Heard, 1999; Wallerstein & Kelly, 
1980). 
 
The further assumption that nonresident fathers disengage because they do not care about 
children is yet another expression of the deficit paradigm.  It ignores evidence that fathers 
commonly disengage to avoid contact with resident mothers (Arendell, 1992; Koch & Lowery, 
1985), or to manage their own level of grief (Kruk, 1991a, 1992).  Also, descriptions of 
nonresident fathers who fail to financially support children as ‘deadbeat dads’ imply that 
fathers commonly shirk parental responsibilities.  This is despite evidence that nonresident 
mothers are less compliant than nonresident fathers in paying child support (Dudley, 1991), 
suggesting that the failure to meet child support obligations is more a function of the role than 
the gender of nonresident parents. 
 
Finally, the deficit paradigm is evident in the uncritical acceptance of findings that nonresident 
fathers contributes little to children’s wellbeing, or even negatively impacts on children 
(Amato & Keith, 1991; Furstenberg et al., 1987; Hess & Camara, 1979).  In citing such 
evidence, very few commentators acknowledge the possibility of bias stemming from the fact 
that resident mothers are generally the source of the data gathered, or challenge the relevance 
of the outcomes chosen to measure children’s adjustment and wellbeing. 
 
3.2.3. NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ GRIEF 
Nonresident fathers commonly experience ‘a pervasive sense of loss’ (Stewart, Schwebel & 
Fine, 1986) because they lose not only partners, identities as husbands and fathers, and dreams 
of happy, life-long relationships, but also daily contact with children (Arditti, 1992; Campbell 
& Pike, 2000; Dominic & Schlesinger, 1980; Dudley, 1991(a), 1996; Frieman, 2002; 
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Hetherington et al., 1982; Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1986; McMurray & Blackmore, 
1993; Ochiltree, 1987; Shapiro & Lambert, 1999; Smyth, Caruana & Ferro, 2004; Trinder, 
Beek & Connolly, 2002).  Kruk (1991, 1992a) detected the greatest distress among nonresident 
fathers who had significantly bonded with children prior to separation, and who had been 
deterred from contesting residence of children because of legal advice that they were unlikely 
to succeed. 
 
Consistent with evidence that men react more negatively than women to divorce, and are less 
able to cope psychologically with its stresses (Albrecht, 1980; Diedrick, 1991), nonresident 
fathers have the lowest wellbeing of separated parents (Hughes, 1989).  Kruk (1991a) 
attributed this to their radically different divorce experience.  Indicators are that nonresident 
fathers grieve more for the loss of children than the loss of marital identity (Gilmour, 1983; 
Guttman, 1989; Kruk, 1994), and tend to think more in terms of broken families than of broken 
relationships (Arendell, 1995).  They can be further marginalised within the family when 
others fail to acknowledge their intense grief by, for example, dismissive remarks that they 
were not really involved with children prior to separation (Baker & McMurray, 1998).  
Comments like this fail to distinguish between fathers’ emotional investment in children and 
the level of their involvement in children’s daily lives (Kruk, 1994). 
 
Most nonresident fathers want more involvement with children and are dissatisfied with the 
amount of their contact, even when they have had some input into deciding on its frequency 
and duration (Arditti, 1990; Fulton, 1979; Gilmour, 1983; Haskins, Schwartz, Akin & 
Dobelstein, 1985; Koch & Lowery, 1985; Lehr & MacMillan, 2001; Luepnitz, 1982; Smyth et 
al., 2001; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  They generally sense that even frequent contact with 
children fails to compensate for real fatherhood, and is at best ‘tantamount to a ritual form of 
parenthood’ (Furstenberg et al., 1983). 
 
3.3. NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ ENGAGEMENT WITH CHILDREN 
Nonresident fathers face the formidable challenge of remaining engaged with children amidst 
the radical family changes that separation brings.  Nonresident fathering certainly implies more 
than a biological relationship with children and extends beyond financially supporting them.  
Fatherhood as a social relationship demands engagement with children, seen by some as an 
important indicator of nonresident fathers’ divorce adjustment (Rettig, Leichtentritt & Stanton, 
1999).  According to Sigle-Rushton and Garfinkel (2002), nonresident fathers can face a 
greater cost in time and effort than co-resident fathers in remaining engaged with children, 
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because they often lack mothers’ support and encouragement to do so.  The cost in time and 
effort for nonresident fathers to remain engaged with children is greater than for co-resident 
fathers (Sigle-Rushton & Garfinkel, 2002), partly because engagement at times occurs in the 
context of a hostile relationship with children’s mothers.  
 
Nonresident fathers’ engagement with children and factors that impede or facilitate it have 
been the focus of numerous studies.  This section begins with a review of methodological 
issues, which partly account for the inconsistent results concerning the level of nonresident 
fathers’ engagement.  These include varying conceptualisations of engagement, differences in 
the time periods over which it was measured, in the sources of research data, in the populations 
from which samples were drawn, and in the types of research undertaken.  The section 
concludes with a report of the evidence concerning nonresident fathers’ engagement with 
children. 
 
3.3.1. METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES 
Although more is now known about nonresident fathers, it is difficult to determine the extent 
of their engagement with children.  This lack of clarity is partly due to methodological 
differences between studies, as is evident from the following overview of major discrepancies 
found in research.  
 
3.3.1.1. Conceptualisation of nonresident fathers’ engagement 
Researchers have measured nonresident fathers’ engagement in various ways.  The simplest 
and seemingly most common measure has been frequency of their contact with children 
(Furstenberg et al., 1983; Manning & Smock, 1999; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; Stephens, 1996; 
Wall, 1992).  Some limited engagement to face-to-face contact (Furstenberg, 1988), but others 
also included frequency of telephone and mail contact, constructing what Stephens (1996) 
described as a ‘contact index’.   
 
Some researchers adopted an overall level of contact, which included frequency, type and 
duration (Braver, Wolchik, Sandler, Sheets, Fogas & Bay, 1993; Gibson, 1992; Koch & 
Lowery, 1985; Kurdek, 1986; McDonald, 1990; McKenry et al., 1992; Seltzer, 1998; Smyth & 
Parkinson, 2003; Stephen, Freedman & Hess, 1993; Weir, 1985).  This wider measure of 
engagement recognises the importance of contact duration and type, particularly where 
geographical distance between nonresident fathers and children restricts contact frequency but 
not necessarily the amount of time they spend together.  Duration and type of contact can also 
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be relevant in providing fathers with greater opportunity to exercise parental authority and to 
influence children’s development.  Apart from considering frequency, duration and type, a few 
studies have measured regularity of contact which can provide children with some sense of 
security in relationships with nonresident fathers (Healey et al., 1990; Isaacs, 1988). 
 
Several researchers adopted an even more comprehensive concept of engagement by 
measuring nonresident fathers’ participation in a range of parental responsibilities or activities, 
such as disciplining children, providing moral or religious training, or attending school or 
church functions (Ahrons, 1983; Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Amato & Rezac, 1994; Amato & 
Rivera, 1999; Erera et al., 1999; Stephens, 1996), which have been found to be independent of 
contact frequency (Tepp, 1983).  Others (Amato, 1998; Braver et al., 1993; Greene & Moore, 
2000; King, 1994a; Kurdek, 1986) also included the payment of child support, either voluntary 
or involuntary, in the concept of engagement.  Amato (1998) adopted the most extensive 
conceptualisation by including contact frequency, child support payments, the emotional bond 
between fathers and children, and fathers’ ‘authoritative parenting’, as reflected in warmth, 
responsiveness, everyday assistance and instruction, and moderately high levels of control. 
 
3.3.1.2. Time periods for measuring engagement  
Periods over which contact was measured were as short as the last fortnight (Maccoby, Depner 
& Mnookin, 1990) or month (Kruk, 1991, 1992, 1994).  Other researchers considered contact 
over the previous few months (Braver, Wolchik, Sandler, Fogas & Zvetina, 1991; Healey et al., 
1990), or the previous year (Arendell, 1992; Dudley, 1991b; Funder, 1993; Greene & Moore, 
2000; Kelly & Wallerstein, 1977; King, 1994; King, Harris & Heard, 2004; Koch & Lowery, 
1985; Seltzer, 1991, 1998; Stephen et al., 1993; Stewart, 2003; Trinder et al., 2002).  Some 
measured nonresident fathers’ involvement over the past five years (Furstenberg et al., 1983; 
Furstenberg & Talvitie, 1980). 
 
3.3.1.3. Source of data  
Studies have drawn on various sources for their data collection, with most relying on resident 
mothers’ reports (Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Hirst & Smiley, 1984; Isaacs, 1988; King, 1994; 
King & Heard, 1999; Seltzer, 1991; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; Seltzer, Schaeffer & Charng, 
1989; Stephen et al., 1993; Stephens, 1996; Teachman, 1991).  Some included reports from 
both resident mothers and children (Clarke-Stewart & Hayward, 1996; Dunn, Cheng, 
O’Connor & Bridges, 2004; Healey et al., 1990; McDonald, 1990; Seltzer, 1998; Simons, 
Whitbeck, Beaman & Conger, 1994; Stewart, 2003), or from resident mothers and teachers 
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(Furstenberg et al., 1983; Kurdek, 1986) or a combination of all three (Hetherington et al., 
1982).  
 
Other studies involved both resident mothers and nonresident fathers (Ahrons, 1979; Ahrons & 
Miller, 1993; Braver et al., 1993; Burns, 1980; Funder, 1993; Insabella, Williams & Pruett, 
2003; Johnston et al., 1985; Maccoby et al., 1990, 1993; Smyth & Parkinson, 2003; Smyth et 
al., 2001; Smyth et al., 2004; Wolchik, Fenaughty & Braver, 1996), or both parents together 
with children’s teachers (Lund, 1987).  Some studies collected information from children as 
well as from both parents (Kelly & Wallerstein, 1977; Trinder et al., 2002), and others relied 
solely on reports by nonresident fathers (Arditti & Keith, 1993; Arendell, 1995; Furstenberg & 
Talvitie, 1980; Koch & Lowery, 1985; Kruk, 1991; McKenry et al., 1996; McMurray & 
Blackmore, 1993; Rettig et al., 1999) or by adolescent children (King et al., 2004). 
 
Data sources are significant because of consistent findings that nonresident fathers generally 
report being more engaged than what resident mothers perceive them to be (Ahrons, 1981, 
1983; Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Arditti, 1992; Braver et al., 1991; Braver et al., 1993; Funder, 
1993; Furstenberg, 1988; Goldsmith, 1980; Seltzer & Brandreth, 1994; Smyth et al., 2001; 
Smyth & Parkinson, 2003).  This difference could reflect mothers’ propensity to underestimate 
or fathers’ to overestimate engagement or, as Ahrons (1983) proposed, it could stem from 
mothers tendency to compare it to either their own engagement with children, or to their 
expectations they have of fathers’ engagement.   
 
3.3.1.4. Sample populations  
Another contributing factor to the inconclusive evidence concerning nonresident fathers’ 
engagement is the difference in populations from which study samples have been drawn.  
Some studies used clinical samples (Kelly and Wallerstein, 1977; Johnston et al., 1985), some 
a mixture of clinical samples and volunteers (Isaacs, 1988), or of court records and volunteers 
(Kurdek, 1986).  Many compiled samples solely from court records (Ahrons, 1979, 1983; 
Arditti, 1992; Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Arditti & Keith, 1993; Braver et al., 1991; Braver et al., 
1993; Braver & Griffin, 2000; Gibson, 1992; Goldsmith, 1980; Healey et al., 1990; Hirst & 
Smiley, 1984; Koch & Lowery, 1985; Maccoby et al., 1993; McDonald, 1990; Piercy, 1998).  
Several studies relied on more representative data from national surveys (Amato & Rezac, 
1994; Amato & Rivera, 1999; Dunn et al., 2004; Funder, 1993; Furstenberg et al., 1983; King, 
1994; King & Heard, 1999; King et al., 2004; Seltzer, 1991, 1998a; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; 
Smyth & Ferro, 2002; Smyth & Parkinson, 2003; Stephen et al., 1993; Stephens, 1996; 
 54
Stewart, 1999, 2003; Teachman, 1991; Walter, 2000).  Others used purposive samples from 
community, church or support groups, or from schools or universities (Clarke-Stewart & 
Hayward, 1996; Erera et al., 1999; Esposito, 1995; Hoffman, 1995; Lund, 1987; McMurray & 
Blackmore, 1993; Minton & Pasley, 1996; Simons et al., 1994; Smyth et al., 2001; Smyth et 
al., 2004; Tepp, 1983; Thomas & Forehand, 1993). 
 
3.3.1.5. Types of research  
Longitudinal studies (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Braver et al., 1993; Braver & Griffin, 2000; 
Funder, 1993; Healey et al., 1990; Hetherington et al., 1976; Isaacs, 1988; King, 1994; 
Maccoby et al., 1990; Rettig et al., 1999; Simons et al., 1994; Tepp, 1983; Wallerstein, Corbin 
& Lewis, 1988; Wolchik et al., 1996) provided a clearer picture of changes in nonresident 
fathers’ engagement with children over time.  Cross-sectional studies captured the level of 
engagement at a certain stage of the separation process but relied on survey response rates, 
which, as Seltzer (1991) suggested, might be a function of fathers’ engagement with children. 
 
3.3.2 EVIDENCE OF NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ ENGAGEMENT  
The proportion of nonresident fathers who disengage from children and the extent to which 
others remain engaged with them are unclear, partly because of the methodological issues 
mentioned above.  They are further obfuscated by some extremely stringent views of 
disengagement which Kruk (1991), for example, defined as no face-to-face contact with 
children in the month prior to participating in the study.  
 
There have been reports of high levels of disengagement, which Arendell (1992) claimed some 
men see as a ‘strategy of action’ open to all nonresident fathers.  Several studies (Burns, 1980; 
Luepnitz, 1982; Fulton, 1979; Furstenberg, 1988; Furstenberg & Talvitie, 1980; Munsch, 
Woodward & Darling, 1995; Stephens, 1996) found that almost fifty percent of nonresident 
fathers rarely or never saw their children, which Burns (1980) described as a ‘truly massive 
exodus’ from children’s lives.  Furstenberg (1988) attributed these high levels of 
disengagement to a system of ‘child swapping’ among separated fathers who cease being 
involved with natural children in order to assume paternal responsibility for stepchildren.  
Other studies (Furstenberg et al., 1983; Greene & Moore, 2000; Hetherington & Henderson, 
1997; Hirst & Smiley, 1984; King, 1994a, 1994b; Seltzer, 1991; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; 
Smyth & Ferro, 2002; Smyth & Parkinson, 2003; Stewart, 2003; Walter, 2000) found that 
approximately one third of nonresident fathers lost contact with children. 
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Several studies, however, reported a smaller proportion of nonresident fathers disengaging 
from children.  Some found less than twenty percent (Arendell, 1992; Dudley, 1991b; Dunn et 
al., 2004; Funder, 1993; Fabricius & Braver, 2003; Gibson, 1992; King et al., 2004; Maccoby 
et al., 1993; Maccoby, Depner & Mnookin, 1988; Piercy, 1998; Smyth et al., 2001; Trinder et 
al., 2002), and others less than ten percent (Erera et al., 1999; Johnston et al., 1985; Kelly & 
Wallerstein, 1977; Koch & Lowery, 1985; Kurdek, 1986; Lund, 1987; McDonald, 1990). 
 
Evidence of the frequency of nonresident fathers’ contact with children is also inconclusive.  
Some researchers (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Arditti, 1992; Clarke-Stewart & Hayward, 1996; 
Gilmour, 1983; McDonald, 1990; Smyth et al., 2001) found that approximately seventy-five 
percent had at least fortnightly contact with children.  Others found the proportion to be about 
two thirds (Healey et al., 1990; Kelly & Wallerstein, 1977; Simons et al., 1994; Smyth & 
Ferro, 2002; Weir, 1985).  Some reported that the majority of nonresident fathers had weekly 
contact (Clarke-Stewart & Hayward, 1996; Erera et al., 1999), others that thirty to fifty percent 
of them did (Hetherington et al., 1976; King, 1994a, 1994b; Kurdek, 1986; Minton & Pasley, 
1996; Seltzer, 1998; Seltzer et al., 1989; Walter, 2000), and others that approximately twenty 
to twenty-five percent of them saw children on a weekly basis (Furstenberg & Talvitie, 1980; 
Hetherington & Henderson, 1997; McMurray & Blackmore, 1993; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988).   
 
From this brief review, there is no clear indication of the extent to which nonresident fathers 
remain engaged with children.  Many variables operate within and between families and 
studies vary greatly in quality and investigative rigour.  Overall, it seems fair to conclude that 
more recent studies detected a greater level of nonresident-father engagement than did earlier 
research, particularly among separated or divorced men (Amato & Sobolewski, 2004).  
Although this trend could be due to more refined methodologies, it may also indicate that 
changes to fathering in intact families are beginning to influence separated families.  Growing 
numbers of involved fathers prior to separation appear to remain engaged with children after 
separation.  Nevertheless, the popular image that many nonresident fathers disengage from 
children persists, as evidenced by the claim of Lamb et al. (1997) that the ‘majority of 
nonresident fathers fail to maintain significant contact’ with children. 
 
3.4. PREDICTORS OF NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ ENGAGEMENT WITH 
CHILDREN 
The following section contains a summary of the relevant research identifying variables that 
are associated with nonresident fathers’ engagement with children.  Among them are 
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demographic details, personal characteristics of fathers and children, interpersonal 
relationships, the legal system, and school authorities. 
 
3.4.1. DEMOGRAPHIC DETAILS 
Erera et al. (1999) concluded that demographic details sometimes provide a better explanation 
for nonresident fathers’ engagement than do personal and interpersonal issues.  The following 
brief literature review illustrates the impact of demography on contact frequency. 
 
3.4.1.1. Children’s age  
Child development theory considers children’s age to be a significant factor for determining 
both the frequency and duration of nonresident fathers’ contact.  The theory, which often 
inspires practice, is that contact with infants and children of pre-school age generally needs to 
be frequent and brief (Awad & Parry, 1980; Bray, 1991).  As a result, nonresident fathers’ 
overnight contact with children of this age group has generally been discouraged because it 
entails children being separated for long periods from mothers, their assumed primary-
attachment figures.  Recently, authors (Kelly & Lamb, 2000; Warshak, 2000a) have begun to 
challenge delaying overnight contact for young children, arguing that young children can also 
be attached to nonresident fathers who had co-resided with them for some time.  The practical 
implication of this shift in social scientific thinking has recently been noticed by some family 
law practitioners (Altobelli, 2003). 
 
Adolescents, however, have generally had the opportunity to become attached to nonresident 
fathers because of the length of time that they co-resided with them.  Nevertheless, they face 
the developmental task of individuation and growing autonomy from parents (Bruce & Fox, 
1999; Erera et al., 1999), with whom they are usually less involved (Hetherington, 1992a).  
Adolescents tend to have considerable input into decisions regarding the frequency, regularity 
and duration of contact with nonresident fathers.  Some choose to reduce the frequency but 
extend the duration, while others maintain the frequency but reduce the duration. 
 
Despite the developmental theory, studies have not consistently shown children’s age to be 
closely associated with nonresident fathers’ engagement.  Tropf (1984) suggested that this 
could be due to the difficulty in isolating this variable from many others, such as the length of 
time since separation, and changes in the marital status of one or both parents.  The 
inconsistency could also partly be due to differences in calculating children’s ages, with some 
recording them at the time of separation (Furstenberg, 1988) and others at the time of the 
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research (Hetherington, 1992).  Hetherington and Stanley-Hagan (1997) pointed to the indirect 
effect which children’s age can have on engagement because of its potential impact on their 
ability to adjust to separation, particularly in the case of young children and adolescents.  What 
commonly occurs, when children reflect adjustment difficulties by displaying emotional or 
behavioural problems, is that nonresident fathers either react by increasing their engagement to 
offer assistance, or reduce their engagement to avoid problematic interactions. 
 
NSFH data showed fathers to be more likely to have weekly contact with young children, 
rather than with school-age or adolescent children (Stephens, 1996), but detected no significant 
association between children’s age and contact frequency (McKenry et al., 1992; Stephen et 
al., 1993), which was consistent with the results of several other studies (Furstenberg et al., 
1983; Greene & Moore, 2000; Koch & Lowery, 1985; Kurdek, 1986).  Some earlier studies, 
however, did find children’s age to be associated with contact frequency (Kelly & Wallerstein, 
1977; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  They reported that nonresident fathers saw children 
between the ages of two and eight more frequently than children of other ages, with a noted 
peak in contact frequency with seven or eight-year-old children.  They tentatively attributed 
this result to what they described as the ‘open yearning’ of children under the age of nine to see 
fathers.  Other research found a negative association between contact frequency and the age of 
children, but a positive correlation between children’s ages and duration of contact (Seltzer, 
1991; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988).  Although contact frequency generally decreases when 
children reach adolescence (Dudley, 1991a; King, 1994a), some fathers have managed to 
maintain an active role in adolescent children’s lives (Bruce & Fox, 1999), even when 
separated by large distances (Bailey, 2003). 
 
3.4.1.2. Children’s gender  
Early clinical studies (Hess & Camara, 1979; Hetherington et al., 1982) found nonresident 
fathers to have more contact with sons than with daughters.  Other research, particularly that 
based on national samples, failed to replicate this result (Ahrons & Miller, 1993: Bray & 
Berger, 1990; Fischer, 2002; Furstenberg et al., 1983; Kurdek, 1986; McKenry et al., 1992; 
Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; Stephen et al., 1993; Stephens, 1996; Tepp, 1983).  However, Seltzer 
(1991) found nonresident fathers to be less likely to sustain some forms of engagement with 
sons than with daughters, and Gibson (1992) detected that children’s gender affected the 
rigidity rather than the frequency of contact. 
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There is some evidence that children’s gender is associated with the quality of their 
relationship with nonresident fathers, who have been found to sustain more stable (Wallerstein 
& Kelly, 1980) and closer (Nielsen, 1999) relationships with daughters than with sons.  This 
result has led to competing hypotheses that mothers’ exercise greater influence on sons than on 
daughters, or that troubled sons tend to withdraw from fathers and seek consolation from 
mothers. 
 
3.4.1.3. Fathers’ age 
Evidence of an association between fathers’ age and their engagement with children is weak 
and inconsistent.  Stephen et al., (1993) found no link between fathers’ age and either the 
frequency or duration of contact.  In contrast to earlier evidence that older fathers were more 
likely to have frequent contact with children (Wall, 1992), or at least with younger sons 
(Amato & Rezac, 1994), Erera et al. (1999) more recently found that older fathers’ contact with 
children tended to be less regular. 
 
3.4.1.4. Fathers’ socio-economic status and race 
Several studies found nonresident fathers’ socio-economic status to be positively associated 
with frequency of contact or engagement with children (Baum, 2003; McLanahan & Carlson, 
2004; Miller & Knox, 2001; Seltzer, 1991; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; Smyth, 2004; Stephens, 
1996; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  This could be because socio-economic status is related to 
fathers’ level of education or, as Stephens (1996) suggested, because it provides fathers with 
sufficient disposable income to afford the cost of engaging with children.  Socio-economic 
status has also been found to be positively associated with the payment of child support 
(Braver et al., 1993; Miller & Knox, 2001). 
 
For separated US families, there is evidence that contact frequency is associated with 
nonresident fathers’ racial background which, in turn, is strongly associated with marital status, 
level of education and socio-economic status (McLanahan & Carlson, 2004).  Furstenberg et al. 
(1983) found Black nonresident fathers to be less likely than Whites or Hispanics to have seen 
children in the past five years.  They attributed this result to the large proportion of unmarried 
Black fathers, who were also more likely to have separated when children were very young.  
Despite this evidence of Black fathers’ higher rates of disengagement, King (1994) found that 
data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY) showed that they saw children 
more frequently than did Whites or Hispanics.  Seltzer (1991), who also found that Black 
nonresident fathers were more likely to have frequent contact than Whites, attributed the result 
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to differences in family values among Blacks.  As mentioned earlier, it also could reflect a 
tendency for Black fathers to remain in relationships with former partners without ever 
cohabiting with them for any length of time.  The complexity of the association between 
contact and race is further borne out by a recent study of US adolescents (King et al., 2004) 
which found that Whites had a greater level of contact but not more frequent contact than 
Blacks, and that Hispanics were most likely to have no contact with nonresident fathers. 
 
3.4.1.5. Parents’ marital status and level of education  
Research has commonly shown once-married nonresident fathers to be more engaged with 
children than unmarried fathers, who may not have ever resided with, or had a relationship 
with, children’s mothers (Insabella et al., 2003; King, 1994b; McKenry, McKelvey, Leigh & 
Wark, 1996; Seltzer, 1991; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; Wall, 1992).  Other factors, such as race, 
may influence this outcome, especially in light of the recent US Fragile Families and Child 
Wellbeing Study, which revealed that unmarried fathers were predominantly from minority 
groups.  Blacks and Hispanics accounted for seventy-eight percent of unmarried fathers in the 
study and Whites accounted for fifty-four percent of once-married fathers (McLanahan & 
Carlson, 2004).  In a study of Afro-American nonresident fathers, Furstenberg and Talvitie 
(1980) found no difference between married and unmarried fathers’ contact with children, 
again possibly attributable to Black fathers’ tendency to maintain a relationship with mothers 
after separation.  In Australia, with its very different cultural mix, data from the Australian 
Bureau of Statistics indicated that unmarried nonresident fathers more frequently disengaged 
from children and had less mail and telephone contact, but differed little from once-married 
fathers in the frequency of face-to-face contact (Walter, 2000) 
 
Many studies detected a positive association between fathers’ level of education and contact 
frequency (Amato & Rezac, 1994; Arditti, 1992a; Arditti & Keith, 1993; Baum, 2003; Erera et 
al., 1999; Furstenberg et al., 1983; Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1986; King et al., 2004; 
Seltzer et al., 1989; Smyth, 2004; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  On the assumption that 
educated men are more likely to have partnered educated wives, Arditti (1992a) suggested that 
mothers in these families, who wish to decrease the levels of their own parental 
responsibilities, may be more inclined to positively encourage nonresident fathers to have 
contact.   
 
The evidence, however, that resident mothers’ level of education is associated with contact 
frequency is inconsistent.  Seltzer (1991), who found some association, recognised that 
 60
mothers’ level of education could be a proxy for fathers’ socio-economic status, or could signal 
parents’ greater capacity to negotiate.  Other research found that educated mothers did not 
facilitate children’s relationship with nonresident fathers any more than did less educated 
mothers (King, 1994b; Nielsen, 1999), and that mothers’ education was negatively associated 
with contact (Seltzer et al., 1989), perhaps because more educated mothers enrol children in 
extra-curricular activities thereby limiting contact opportunities.  
 
3.4.1.6. Family size and length of marriage 
The association between family size and nonresident fathers’ engagement is unclear.  Seltzer 
and Bianchi (1988), drawing on two large national samples, found an expected positive 
correlation between number of children in the family and contact frequency, because larger 
families provide more opportunities to celebrate formal occasions, such as birthdays and school 
functions (Seltzer et al., 1989).  However, in analysing NSFH data, Stephen et al. (1993) found 
no association between family size and contact frequency. 
 
There is some evidence of a positive association between contact frequency and length of the 
marriage (Stephens, 1996; Wall, 1992).  This could reflect that longer-married fathers have a 
more developed sense of commitment than those who separated earlier in the marriage.  It 
could also result from them having more opportunity to develop stronger pre-separation 
relationships with children. 
 
3.4.1.7. Type of divorce proceedings and nonresident fathers’ legal status 
There is some evidence of an association between litigation in the courts and nonresident 
fathers’ level of involvement (Dudley, 1991b; Kruk, 1992).  Baum (2003), in a study of Israeli 
divorced parents, also found a negative association between the difficulty of legal proceedings 
and level of involvement.  This correlation could stem from the detrimental impact that 
litigation has on post-separation interparental relationships, or indicate that non-litigant fathers 
had more successfully adjusted to the divorce and thus had less conflictual relationships with 
former partners. 
 
Those fathers with joint physical residence of children or joint legal responsibility for them 
have generally been found to spend more time with children (Arditti, 1992a; Braver et al., 
1993; D’Andrea, 1983; Greif, 1979; Seltzer, 1998; Stephen et al., 1993; Stone & McKenry, 
1998), to have more overnight contact (Seltzer, 1998) and greater involvement in children’s 
activities (Bowman & Ahrons, 1985), to comply more with child support orders (Braver & 
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Griffin, 2000), to be more satisfied with their parental performance and to be more likely 
involved in positive coparental interaction (Madden-Derdich & Leonard, 2000).  Resident 
mothers also reported better coparental relationships when nonresident fathers shared legal 
responsibility for the children (Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Arditti & Madden-Derdich, 1997).  It 
is unclear whether more involved fathers pressure resident mothers to agree to joint legal 
responsibility, or whether mothers who value fathers’ ongoing engagement with children are 
more prepared to agree to them sharing parental responsibility. 
 
A few studies found no significant association between joint legal responsibility and 
nonresident-father engagement (Arditti & Madden-Derdich, 1997; Dudley, 1991b).  Arditti 
(1992) suggested that this was because not all fathers desire joint legal responsibility for 
children after separation.  The important factor, then, may not be so much the actual residence 
arrangement but nonresident fathers’ satisfaction with it.  Fathers, who are satisfied with the 
residence arrangement, have also been found more likely to meet their parental responsibility 
to pay child support (Arditti & Keith, 1993). 
 
3.4.1.8. Length of time since separation 
Although some research found no reduction in contact over time (Koch & Lowery, 1985; 
Kurdek, 1986), many studies reported a decrease in nonresident fathers’ engagement (Cooney 
& Uhlenberg, 1990; Hetherington et al., 1976; Seltzer, 1991; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; Seltzer 
et al., 1989; Stephens, 1996), especially in families where post-separation family relationships 
had been difficult from the start (Trinder et al., 2002).  The evidence fails to determine whether 
the significant factor contributing to reduced contact is length of time since separation or 
increase in the age of children (Kissman, 1997).  Although some research based on the NSFH 
data found a strong negative association between frequency of contact and length of time since 
separation (Amato & Rezac, 1994; Stephen et al., 1993; Stephens, 1996), Seltzer (1991) failed 
to find any significant association from the data. 
 
Some authors (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Isaacs, 1988) stressed the importance for continued 
engagement with children of establishing a pattern of contact within the first year of separation.  
This is supported by evidence that many nonresident fathers, who stabilised contact with 
children soon after separation, sustained much the same level for at least five years (Ahrons, 
1994).  Clearly, the risk for those without contact in the early post-separation period is that 
such a situation will become an entrenched feature of their separated families. 
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3.4.1.9. Distance between nonresident fathers and children 
Studies have consistently found a negative association between geographical distance 
separating nonresident fathers from children and contact frequency (Ambrose et al., 1983; 
Arditti, 1992; Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Bailey, 2003; Braver et al., 1993; Dudley, 1991a; Erera 
et al., 1999; Funder, 1993; Gibson, 1992; Greene & Moore, 2000; King & Heard, 1999; Koch 
& Lowery, 1985; Lund, 1987; McKenry et al., 1992; Seltzer et al., 1989; Smyth et al., 2001; 
Smyth et al., 2004; Stephens, 1996; Trinder et al., 2002), even when children become adults 
(Cooney & Uhlenberg, 1990).  Seltzer (1991) found that geographical distance had a greater 
influence on frequency of contact for fathers separated more than five years, reflecting the 
difficulty of sustaining contact from a distance over a considerable length of time.  Erera et al. 
(1999) also found a negative association between geographical distance and regularity of 
contact. 
 
Ahrons and Miller (1993) surprisingly reported that geographical distance had no significant 
impact on contact frequency.  Their crude measure of distance, by which they simply compared 
fathers who lived more or less than fifty miles from children, could have accounted for this 
outcome.  This result serves as a reminder, however, that geographical proximity does not 
guarantee that fathers will have frequent contact, as found by earlier research (Furstenberg et 
al., 1983; Kruk, 1991). 
 
3.4.2. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
This section reviews the evidence that some of nonresident fathers’ individual characteristics 
are associated with their engagement with children.  These include personality, satisfaction 
with residence arrangement, fatherhood salience, role adjustment and parental authority.  It 
also considers results, which show that children’s temperament and resident mothers’ attitude 
influence nonresident fathers’ engagement.   
 
3.4.2.1. Personality of nonresident fathers 
Although some personal characteristics of divorced couples, such as assertiveness, self-
assurance and creativity, have been associated with adults’ adjustment to divorce (Thomas, 
1982), there is little evidence that links nonresident fathers’ personality with their engagement 
with children.  Ambrose et al. (1983) found relevant differences between engaged and 
disengaged nonresident fathers to be their capacity to deal with guilt and depression, their 
resilience and their creativity. They detected high levels of anger and a greater incidence of 
mental health problems among disengaged fathers.  
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Some studies have found that engaged nonresident fathers have higher self-esteem than 
disengaged fathers (Erera et al., 1999; Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1997), and those with a 
highly developed sense of moral responsibility had more frequent contact, but not greater 
involvement with children (Tepp, 1983).  Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) found that lonely, non-
depressed fathers were more involved with children than those with low scores on measures of 
loneliness, and Kruk (1991, 1994) concluded that those who had adopted an androgynous style 
of parenting prior to separation were more likely to disengage.  
 
Nonresident fathers’ engagement was found to be negatively associated with guilt over the 
separation (Kruk, 1991, 1994; Umberson & Williams, 1993; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980), 
depression (Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980), and personal problems such as substance abuse and 
work commitments (Dudley, 1991; Greif, 1979).  Rettig et al. (1999) found that fathers with 
limited personal and interpersonal resources experienced less psychological wellbeing after 
separation and were less likely to be engaged with children, partly because of their inability to 
avoid conflict with resident mothers.  
 
Cohen (1998), reporting on case studies of nonresident fathers, identified their narcissistic 
tendencies, usually masked by a grandiose self-image and a splitting off of negative aspects of 
self onto others, as a threat to continued engagement with children.  She argued that, because 
divorce often threatens narcissistic fathers’ fragile sense of self, they are unable to accept 
limitations to contact with children, and tend to blame others, be it resident mothers or the legal 
system, for any deterioration in relationships with children.  
 
3.4.2.2. Satisfaction with residence arrangement  
Several studies found nonresident fathers’ satisfaction with the post-separation residence 
arrangement to be associated with contact frequency (Arditti & Keith, 1993; D’Andrea, 1983; 
Furstenberg, 1989; Rettig et al., 1999; Tropf, 1981).  Arditti and Kelly (1994) attributed this to 
the link that generally exists between nonresident fathers’ satisfaction with the residence 
arrangement and the quality of the interparental relationship.  Kruk (1991, 1992) also found 
that disengaged fathers were more likely to have wanted full or shared residence of children at 
the time of separation, and were thus unhappy about children residing with mothers.   
 
3.4.2.3. Fatherhood salience  
Evidence of the impact of fatherhood salience on engagement is inconclusive.  Bruce and Fox 
(1999) identified an association between fatherhood salience and nonresident fathers’ 
 64
engagement particularly with adolescent children.  Erera et al. (1999) found that the 
psychological presence of children to fathers, a sound indicator of fatherhood salience, was 
associated with less involvement for Israeli, but with more for US nonresident fathers.  The 
reverse was true for the association between psychological presence and contact frequency, 
which was significant for Israeli, but not for US fathers.   
 
3.4.2.4.Nonresident-father role adjustment 
Engagement with children seems to depend in part on nonresident fathers’ capacity to redefine 
their identity and to adjust to their changed parental role (Ambrose et al., 1983; Arditti, 1992; 
Arendell, 1995; Campbell & Pike, 2000; Kruk, 1992; Rettig et al., 1999; Stone & McKenry, 
1998; Trinder et al., 2002; Umberson & Williams, 1993; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  
Adjustment is often difficult because of the absence of clearly defined societal norms for 
nonresident fathers (Ahrons, 1981; Ambrose et al., 1983; Furstenberg, 1988; Madden-Derdich 
& Leonard, 2000), which would allow them to reconstruct relationships with children within 
the constraints of time and location (McKenry et al., 1992).  Adjustment also requires 
nonresident fathers to discover genuine autonomy within the context of a strong connection 
with children (Fox & Blanton, 1995).  It is generally associated with perceptions of being 
important to children (Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1986), a sense of competency in the 
parental role (Minton & Pasley, 1996; Tepp, 1983) and role satisfaction (McKenry et al., 
1992). 
 
Fathers, who are unable to discard their pre-separation familial role (Kruk, 1991) or who are 
uncomfortable with their parenting role (Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1997), are at greater 
risk of disengagement.  Those who quickly repartner without facing coparental issues with 
former partners can also experience difficulty in role adjustment (Pasley & Minton, 1997).  
Some commentators (Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978; Tepp, 1983) maintained that a key to 
nonresident fathers’ adjustment is their ability to transfer their need for validation in their 
parental role from former partners to children.  Failure to do so is likely to lead to interparental 
conflict and the breakdown of relationships with children.   
 
3.4.2.5. Parental authority  
Parental authority, which D’Andrea (1983) reported to be greater among fathers with joint 
residence and which Dudley (1996) more crudely described as control, generally entails having 
some input into both the upbringing of children and decisions regarding post-separation 
parenting arrangements, such as residence and contact details, child support contributions and 
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property settlement.  Studies have found parental authority to be positively associated with 
contact frequency (Braver et al., 1991, 1993; D’Andrea, 1983; McKenry et al., 1992), although 
Gibson (1992) did not find any difference in contact frequency between fathers who obtained 
court orders by consent, thus exercising some parental authority, and those who needed a 
judicial decision.  Kruk (1991) found that loss of parental authority was associated with 
disengagement, which Bay and Braver (1990) suggested could be explained by lack of parental 
authority being predictive of interparental conflict. 
 
3.4.2.6. Children’s temperament  
Children themselves can influence nonresident fathers’ engagement.  Furstenberg and Morgan 
(1987), cited in Hetherington and Stanley-Hagan (1997), found that nonresident fathers tended 
to withdraw from children who had not adjusted well to the divorce.  Pasley and Minton (1997) 
recognised that contact sometimes broke down because children rejected nonresident fathers 
for various reasons, and simply refused to have any contact with them.  In extreme situations of 
interparental hostility, children can become closely aligned with resident mothers and totally 
alienated from fathers, resulting in disengagement from them (Frieman, 2002). 
 
Children’s temperament can positively affect engagement.  Some evidence indicates that 
fathers more frequently visit children who are not angry with them and who seem to enjoy 
spending time with them (Wallerstein and Kelly, 1980), or who appreciate their visits and are 
sensitive to their difficult position (Kurdek, 1986).   
 
3.4.2.7. Resident mothers’ attitude to engagement  
Resident mothers’ belief in the value of nonresident fathers’ engagement for children has 
consistently emerged as a predictor of engagement.  Regardless of pre-separation family 
dynamics, nonresident fathers usually contact children only through resident mothers, some of 
whom can assume a more intense gatekeeping role in the separated family (Madden-Derdich & 
Leonard, 2000).  Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) recognised the consequences for children of 
mothers’ negative attitude towards nonresident fathers’ continued engagement.  Later research 
has confirmed that those fathers, who perceive resident mothers to be opposed to, or 
unsupportive of, their engagement with children, tend to be less engaged (Ambrose et al., 
1983; Braver & Griffin, 2000; Madden-Derdich & Leonard, 2000; Nielsen, 1999).  However, 
when they perceive resident mothers to be positive towards their engagement, they generally 
have more contact with children (Ahrons, 1983; Hoffman, 1995; Tropf, 1984; Wallerstein & 
Kelly, 1980). 
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Among explanations for the impact of mothers’ attitude on engagement, Ambrose et al. (1983) 
suggested that resident mothers with a negative attitude do not confirm nonresident fathers in 
their parental role, resulting in fathers’ lower self-esteem and a reduced capacity to commit to 
children.  Erera et al. (1999), drawing on Stryker’s identity theory, saw it in terms of mother’s 
negativity adversely affecting fatherhood salience, which also weakens fathers’ commitment to 
children.  King and Heard (1999) believed that mothers, who are not happy with fathers being 
highly engaged with children, simply do not encourage them to engage more.  
 
These theories about the relevance of resident mothers’ attitude for nonresident fathers’ 
continued engagement with children highlight the importance of the interparental relationship.  
The following section reviews the literature concerning the influence of various post-separation 
family relationships on nonresident fathers’ contact and involvement.  
 
3.4.3. INTERPERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Nonresident fathers’ engagement has been found also to be associated with pre- and post-
separation family relationships, parents’ repartnering, and fathers’ continued financial support 
of children.  The following section summarises the relevant research data.  
 
3.4.3.1. Pre- and post-separation relationship with ex-partner 
Research has consistently found a strong association between the quality of the interparental 
relationship and nonresident fathers’ engagement (Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Dunn et al., 2004; 
Erera et al., 1999; Esposito, 1995; Funder, 1993; Isaacs, 1988; King & Heard, 1999; Koch & 
Lowery, 1985; Kruk, 1991, 1992; McKenry et al., 1992; Nicholls & Pike, 1998; Pearson & 
Thoennes, 1988; Trinder et al., 2002; Wall, 1992; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  Among 
explanations for the importance that the interparental relationships carries for engagement, 
Isaacs (1988) suggested that parents who relate amicably with each other are more likely to 
establish and sustain a contact regime, whereas hostile parents are at greater risk of not keeping 
arrangements made.  Koch and Lowery (1985) attributed it to resident mothers’ control over 
contact, which they considered to be generally greater than that which children themselves 
exercise.  Rettig et al., (1999), drawing on resource theory, saw co-operative communication 
between separated parents as vital in explaining the variance in nonresident fathers’ 
engagement. 
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In her Binuclear Family Study, Ahrons (1983, 1994) found low interparental conflict and high 
mutual support to be positively associated with nonresident fathers’ involvement, but that their 
significance for contact frequency tended to decrease with time.  Ahrons and Miller (1993) 
found that the interparental relationship had a greater influence on nonresident fathers’ level of 
involvement rather than on contact frequency, whereas other studies (Arditti & Bickley, 1996; 
Arditti & Kelly, 1994; Furstenberg et al., 1987; King & Heard, 1999) found a positive 
association between interparental conflict and contact frequency, particularly when 
interparental communication continued amidst the conflict (Rettig et al., 1999).   
 
Hess (1986) explained this evidence in terms of engaged nonresident fathers having greater 
opportunity for interparental hostility and conflict.  Similarly, King and Heard (1999) 
maintained that little or no interparental hostility may well signal nonresident fathers’ 
disengagement rather than a cordial interparental relationship, which Maccoby et al. (1990) 
claimed is particularly likely in families where separated parents attain only low levels of co-
operative communication.  This association between interparental hostility and parents’ 
commitment to children partly explains evidence that nonresident fathers, who needed a 
judicial decision for their court orders, had more frequent contact than those who gained court 
orders by consent (Weir, 1985).  
 
Nonresident fathers commonly cited hostile or conflictual relationships with resident mothers 
as significant obstacles to engagement with children (Ambrose et al., 1983; Dominic & 
Schelingser, 1980; Dudley, 1991a; McMurray & Blackmore, 1993).  The precise nature of the 
conflict or hostility appears important because of Kruk’s (1992a) finding that ongoing conflict 
after separation rather than interparental hostility around the time of separation was significant 
for nonresident fathers’ engagement.  This evidence is contrary to that reported by Gibson 
(1992) of no significant association between continuing interparental hostility and engagement. 
 
Despite the prevalence of domestic violence in relationships, which end in separation, studies 
have rarely explored whether parents’ pre-separation relationship is linked with nonresident 
fathers’ engagement.  In one such study, Kurdek (1986) reported a negative association 
between pre-separation conflict and contact frequency.  This evidence probably reflects the 
difficulty for mothers who have been victims of domestic violence to encourage contact 
between children and nonresident fathers, because such contact normally requires them to deal 
with the perpetrators of the violence.    
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3.4.3.2. Pre-and post-separation relationships with children  
While Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) detected little continuity between pre-separation and post-
separation father-child relationships, Kurdek (1986), relying on resident mothers’ reports, 
found that fathers who enjoyed being involved with children prior to separation were more 
likely to sustain it after separation, even in the face of interparental conflict.  Greif (1995) also 
reported that uninvolved fathers prior to separation tended not to want more contact with 
children after separation.  Other studies (Hetherington et al., 1976; 1982; Kruk, 1991, 1992), 
however, found a negative association between father-child relationships before and after 
separation, with formerly involved fathers at risk of disengaging rather than settling for 
minimal contact and influence over children.  Arendell (1995) found an opposite negative 
association, with those who had been minimally involved with children prior to separation 
often becoming competent, concerned and involved fathers after separation.  
 
Nonresident fathers’ post-separation relationships with children appear to predict engagement.  
Fathers, who are satisfied with these relationships, have been found to have more frequent 
contact (Wall, 1992), a higher level of contact (Koch & Lowery, 1985), and greater 
involvement (Gibson, 1991; Stone & McKenry, 1998).  Hoffman (1995) suggested that this 
association between relationships with children and engagement is indirect.  Children who 
enjoy positive relationships with nonresident fathers generally adjust better to the parental 
separation.  Those who are well adjusted tend to be conducive to engagement whereas 
maladjusted children tend to discourage it. 
 
3.4.3.3. Nonresident fathers’ repartnering and fathering other children 
With some studies finding that approximately three quarters of nonresident fathers had 
repartnered (Ahrons & Wallisch, 1987; Jordan, 1996), and with estimates that almost half of 
nonresident fathers remarry or repartner (Hughes, 2000; Pasley & Minton, 1997), there is 
evidence of a negative association between their repartnering and contact frequency (Amato & 
Rezac, 1994; Ambrose et al., 1983; Funder, 1993; Furstenberg et al., 1983; King & Heard, 
1999; McKenry et al., 2000; Seltzer, 1991; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; Smyth & Parkinson, 2003; 
Stephens, 1996; Tepp, 1983).  Reduction in contact frequency, however, does not necessarily 
mean less contact, because it sometimes led to children spending longer periods with 
nonresident fathers (Tepp, 1983; Tropf, 1984).  
 
Despite some evidence that the least amount of co-parenting between former spouses occurred 
in families where nonresident fathers had repartnered and resident mothers had not (Ahrons & 
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Wallisch, 1987), a few studies found no significant association between fathers’ repartnering 
and frequency of contact (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Manning, Stewart & Smock, 2003).  Wall 
(1992) even found that repartnered nonresident fathers had more frequent contact, which Stone 
(2001) suggested could result from their better psychological wellbeing and more positive 
identity, or from new partners encouraging them to remain engaged with children.  The 
relevant factor is possibly not so much nonresident fathers’ repartnering, but resident mothers’ 
attitude towards it.  Furstenberg (1988) noted that single resident mothers tend to become more 
vigilant gatekeepers of children once stepmothers are present, reflecting the difficulty some of 
them have in accepting other women in their children’s lives (Nielsen, 1999). 
 
Evidence of any association between frequency and level of contact and the presence of 
biological or stepchildren in nonresident fathers’ lives is inconclusive.  Some studies found that 
biological and stepchildren had much the same influence on contact frequency (Ahrons & 
Wallisch, 1987; Manning & Smock, 1999), but others found only the presence of biological 
children to be significantly associated with it (Greene & Moore, 2000; Manning et al., 2003).  
Stephens (1996) explained the effect of stepchildren on contact in terms of social fatherhood 
assuming greater importance for some nonresident fathers than biological fatherhood.  Fathers, 
who reduce contact frequency or disengage altogether from their own children, are those, 
whose social and emotional needs are met by new relationships and co-residing children. 
 
3.4.3.4. Resident mothers’ repartnering  
Evidence of any association between frequency of contact and resident mothers’ repartnering is 
also inconclusive.  Although several studies found that mothers’ repartnering was negatively 
associated with contact frequency (Furstenberg et al., 1983; Greene & Moore, 2000; King & 
Heard, 1999; Seltzer, 1991; Smyth & Parkinson, 2003; Stephens, 1996; Zill, 1988), Jacobson 
(1987) found no reduction in contact when nonresident fathers had also repartnered, and Smyth 
and Ferro (2002) found that mothers’ repartnering was associated with an increase in overnight 
contact.  Seltzer and Bianchi (1988) suggested that, when resident mothers repartner, some 
children find it difficult to sustain a relationship with more than two parents or parent figures 
and become less enthusiastic about spending time with nonresident fathers.  Kissman (1997), 
however, attributed the reduction in contact to a change in nonresident fathers’ perception of 
their paternal role, perhaps seeing themselves as less relevant to children, who now had a 
father-figure residing with them. 
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Other research did not find any significant association between resident mothers’ repartnering 
and frequency of contact (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Smyth et al., 2001).  Some evidence that 
repartnered resident mothers were actually more supportive of children’s relationship with 
nonresident fathers prompted Nielsen (1999) to suggest that mothers who do not repartner may 
be at greater risk of becoming enmeshed with children.  The danger of children’s enmeshment 
with resident parents in families where the interparental relationship is hostile is that it 
generally results in alienation from nonresident parents. 
 
3.4.3.5. Fathers’ financial support of children  
In some US states where child support payments are not automatically deducted from 
nonresident fathers’ income, their financial support of children has been found to be associated 
with contact frequency (Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Braver & Griffin, 2000; Dudley, 1991; 
Fischer, 2002; Fursternberg et al., 1983; King & Heard, 1999; Seltzer et al., 1989; Stewart, 
1999).  This association applies to both formal child support agreements (Stephen et al., 1993) 
and informal payments (Greene & Moore, 2000).  Difficulties with child support payments 
have also been found to be associated with contact difficulties (Pearson & Thoennes, 1988; 
Wilbur & Wilbur, 1988). 
 
The evidence is not consistent because other studies found no significant association between 
child support and nonresident fathers’ engagement (Arditti, 1992; Arditti & Keith, 1993; 
Funder, 1993; Pearson & Thoennes, 1988; Veum, 1993).  The link between contact and child 
support is conceptually a matter of debate.  Some commentators see them to be linked because 
both are expressions of post-separation parental responsibility (Amato, 1998; Braver et al., 
1993; Greene & Moore, 2000; King, 1994b; Kurdek, 1986; Seltzer, 1991).  When fathers 
experience a sense of shame or failure because of their inability to fulfil their provider role, 
they may well be at greater risk of disengaging from children.  Similarly, fathers unwilling to 
financially support children may also be at risk because they are not sufficiently committed to 
maintain engagement.  Another view, however, is that child support and contact are not linked, 
so that nonresident fathers denied contact with children by resident mother continue to pay 
child support, and resident mothers facilitate children’s contact with nonresident fathers who 
do not financially support them (Fehlberg & Smyth, 2000; Weiss & Willis, 1985).  Indicators 
are, though, that more stringent child support enforcement in recent years has largely evened 
out the bargaining power of each parent in separated families as they negotiate the exchange of 
resources that each controls, namely children on the part of resident mothers and finance on the 
part of nonresident fathers (England & Folbe, 2002). 
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Under the national Child Support scheme operating in Australia, nonresident fathers have less 
opportunity to avoid financially supporting children as their child support payments are 
commonly deducted from their wages or garnisheed from annual tax refunds.  Consequently, 
the financial support of children is not necessarily a sound indicator of Australian nonresident 
fathers’ engagement.  At this stage, it is difficult to know what impact compulsory child 
support payments have on the resolve of Australian nonresident fathers to remain engaged with 
children. 
 
3.4.4. LEGAL SYSTEM 
Some nonresident fathers attributed their disengagement from children to their experience of a 
legal system perceived as favouring mothers and being biased against fathers (Arditti & Allen, 
1993; Arendell, 1992; Bagwell, 1993; Dudley, 1991; McMurray & Blackmore, 1993; Frieman, 
2002). ).  Bender and Brannon (1994) asserted that this perception is valid, but socially 
unacceptable to voice.  More recently, Moloney (2001, 2003) has challenged the so-called 
gender-neutral principles espoused by the Australian legal system.  Some legal practitioners 
also perceived a legal bias (Braver, Cookston & Cohen, 2002), despite what Menno (2003) 
described as earnest attempts by some jurisdictions to avoid such bias in decisions regarding 
children’s post-separation family arrangements.  Nonresident fathers commonly see as biased a 
system, which insists that they meet financial responsibility for children, yet largely denies 
them the opportunity of sharing responsibility for raising children (Braver & Griffin, 2000).  
Some see attorneys’ advice discouraging them from applying for residence of children as 
another expression of bias (Lehr & MacMillan, 2001).  This legal advice, very often reflecting 
the prevailing philosophy of courts, confirms nonresident fathers’ suspicions that the legal 
system is hostile to their continued engagement by deterring them from contesting residence of 
children (Kruk, 1991, 1992, 1994). 
 
An adversarial legal system is clearly not conducive to post-separation co-operative parenting 
(Koch & Lowery, 1985), and makes continued engagement with children quite difficult for 
some nonresident fathers (Fine et al., 1983; Garwood, 2004).  Its strong emphasis on their 
financial responsibility for children still implies that their principal parental role is that of 
provider.  Many nonresident fathers resent the stress given to this aspect of their parental role 
while their engagement with children is commonly reduced to that of visitor status (Pasley & 
Minton, 1997; Stone & McKenry, 1998; Wilbur & Wilbur, 1988).  Recent amendments to the 
Australian Family Law Act (The Family Law Reform Act 1995) have theoretically shifted the  
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balance of parental bargaining power by stressing the authority and responsibilities of 
nonresident parents (Rhoades, 2000).  However, comments that these amendments in law, 
policy and practice have resulted in a weakening of women’s strategic position in family law 
(Dewar & Parker, 1999) amount to a tacit admission that, despite legal rhetoric to the contrary, 
family law is very much about gendered parental issues.  This was the conclusion reached by 
Berns (1999) and Moloney (2001) who came from diametrically opposed perspectives in 
reviewing judgments handed down by Family Court judges.  
 
In families where allegations of domestic violence or child abuse have been made against 
nonresident fathers, the legal system necessarily restricts or prohibits contact in an effort to 
protect children.  However, in a review of several studies of abuse allegations, Brown (2003) 
found not only some support for claims that these allegations are sometimes resident mothers’ 
attempts to alienate fathers from children, but also that about half the allegations were 
substantiated.  The rate of substantiated claims was halved, however, when the abuse was 
alleged to have begun after separation, highlighting the need for careful consideration of 
allegations made in the context of separation and divorce.  
 
3.4.5. SCHOOL AUTHORITIES  
Schools commonly impede nonresident fathers’ engagement with children.  Educational 
authorities seem to adopt policies, which overlook that most children residing in a one-parent 
household after separation still belong to a two-parent family (Ahrons, 1979; Whiteside, 1998).  
In a survey of seventy-nine school districts in a large midwestern US state, Austin (1993) 
found that almost half of them did not even provide space for details about nonresident parents 
on enrolment forms.  Slightly more than a third of the districts surveyed made an attempt to 
keep nonresident parents informed of children’s educational progress, and a quarter forwarded 
information to nonresident parents only if resident parents gave permission.  Thirteen percent 
of the districts under no circumstances provided information about children to nonresident 
parents.   
 
In light of such policies, it is not surprising that Teachman (1991) found that a large proportion 
of resident mothers reported nonresident fathers never participated in children’s schooling.  
Baker and McMurray (1998) recognised that Australian nonresident parents are also commonly  
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excluded from involvement in schools unless invited by resident parents.  Most of the twenty 
nonresident fathers in their study reported that their applications to schools for information 
about children were generally referred back to resident mothers, implying that nonresident 
fathers’ involvement with children’s schooling hinges on interparental relationships.  This lack 
of opportunity for nonresident fathers to be informed about, let al.one be involved in, 
children’s schooling contributes to their pervasive sense of loss of any significant involvement 
in children’s day-to-day lives. 
 
In a recent study involving a convenience sample of over two hundred nonresident parents, the 
vast majority of whom were fathers, Baker and Bishop (2003) reported that approximately four 
in five were not involved, or only a little involved, in children’s schools.  Most were highly 
dissatisfied with this situation and wanted more to do with schools.  Almost half the parents 
reported never receiving school reports, and most consistently identified conflict with former 
partners as a hindrance to their school involvement.  In a study of nonresident parents who are 
separated from children by considerable distance, Bailey and Zvonkovic (2003) also found that 
many were unable to access any information about children from schools.   
 
3.5. NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ FINANCIAL SUPPORT OF CHILDREN 
An integral aspect of nonresident fathering is the financial support of children, a parental task 
traditionally associated with fathering, but which commonly becomes a contentious issue 
following separation (Wright & Price, 1986).  The following section considers the extent to 
which nonresident fathers pay child support and identifies some reasons for their unhappiness 
about paying it.  It then outlines the Australian child support system, summarises the main 
complaints about it, and concludes by considering factors predictive of child support payments. 
 
3.5.1. CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS 
Most child support literature refers to the US situation, where child support legislation has been 
until recent times a state rather than a national responsibility (Garfinkel & Ollerich, 1989), and 
where there has been no ‘coercive child support collection’ (Braver et al., 1991) in operation.  
The low proportion of US nonresident fathers paying child support is reflected in Arendell’s 
(1992) finding that child support payments accounted for only seventeen percent of resident 
mothers’ income, and in reports that, as recently as 1995, slightly more than a third of resident 
mothers said they received child support (Grahan & Beller, 2002).  This evidence, though, 
needs to be seen in the context of US policy and practice.  Prior to 1996, unmarried resident 
mothers on welfare programmes in the US generally received only the first fifty dollars of 
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nonresident fathers child support payments (Sigle-Rushton & Garfinkel, 2002), because many 
states withheld part of child support payments to offset mothers’ welfare costs (England & 
Folbre, 2002; Greene & Moore, 2000; Lin & McLanahan, 2001).  Since 1996, thirty states 
have removed the requirement to pass on child support payments to resident parents who now 
do not necessarily receive any child support contributions (Carlson & McLanahan, 2002).   
 
Nevertheless, many nonresident fathers clearly fail to meet their parental responsibility to 
financially support children, with studies finding rates of noncompliance with child support 
responsibilities to range between twenty-five percent (Nielsen, 1999) and fifty percent (Arditti, 
1990).  After Clarke-Stewart and Hayward (1996) had reported a higher rate of noncompliance 
by nonresident mothers than by fathers, Doherty et al. (1998) suggested that nonpayment of 
child support might be more a product of nonresident parenting rather than of the parents’ 
gender.  Walker and McGraw (2000), in the feminist tradition, rejected this suggestion.  They 
argued that the causes and consequences of nonresident motherhood are very different from 
those of nonresident fatherhood, and accused non-paying nonresident fathers of viewing child 
support as a loss of control over their income rather than a means of supporting children.   
 
Undoubtedly, nonresident fathers sometimes contribute to resident mothers’ and children’s 
financial hardships.  Unemployed fathers generally share in the hardship, although their parlous 
situation can at times be exacerbated by substance abuse, which is often a significant obstacle 
to their finding work (Kissman, 2001).  Others, particularly self-employed workers, can impose 
the hardship on mothers and children by manipulating their declared income to reduce child 
support responsibilities.  This usually results in increased parental tension because resident 
mothers are often aware of such a strategy from their pre-separation knowledge of fathers’ 
accounting practices.  The extreme situation is when nonresident fathers resign from work 
simply to reduce child support responsibilities to the absolute minimum (Arendell, 1992). 
 
3.5.2. DIFFICULTIES WITH CHILD SUPPORT 
Some nonresident fathers decry the emphasis which former partners and the legal system place 
on them meeting their child support responsibilities, which they see as stressing their provider 
role, yet being relatively unconcerned about their continuing engagement with children (Arditti 
& Allen, 1993; Braver & Griffin, 2000).  For many who do not make private child support 
agreements with former partners, it is a source of distress because it means that they lose 
control over their income, on deciding what proportion of it is to be devoted to children, and 
over the manner in which it is spent (Berkman, 1986).  They become even more distressed if 
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they suspect their child support payments are not spent on children, either as individuals or part 
of the collective household, but on resident mothers (Sigle-Rushton & Garfinkel, 2002).  
Several studies (Arditti, 1992; Seltzer & Brandeth, 1994; Teachman, 1991) found that this lack 
of input into financial decisions contributes significantly to nonresident fathers’ noncompliance 
with child support responsibilities.   
 
Some nonresident fathers complain about legislation, which regulates the amount of income 
they are to devote to children, but makes no stipulation as to what resident mothers are to 
spend on them (Weiss & Willis, 1985).  This leads to the belief that the legislative emphasis on 
their payment of child support is more an attempt by governments to limit welfare payments 
than it is an expression of concern for children’s needs.  Some also resent the disparity in 
income between themselves and resident mothers, which results from paying child support, 
especially when repartnered mothers are often perceived as enjoying a higher standard of living 
than they do. 
 
Nonresident fathers usually resent having to pay child support for children whom they do not 
see (Arendell, 1995).  They are also often hurt by what they see as resident mothers’ tendency 
to under-estimate how much they spend on children (Braver, Fitzpatrick & Bay, 1991; Veum, 
1993), which can stem from mothers not taking into account what they spend on children 
during contact periods (Nielsen, 1999). 
 
3.5.3. AUSTRALIAN CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEM 
The Australian situation with regard to child support differs from that of the US because it is 
regulated by national rather than state legislation.  It provides the opportunity for separated 
parents to negotiate a private agreement about the amount of child support paid (Bird, 1998), 
on the proviso that, if the resident parent receives social security payments, the agreed amount 
is reasonably close to that decreed by legislation.  Parents may request the Child Support 
Agency (CSA) to assess the amount of nonresident fathers’ child support responsibilities in 
accord with a national formula based on a percentage of taxable income less an exempted 
income amount derived from rates of social security payments.  The percentage of income to 
be paid increases with the number of children in the family up until four or more.  Resident 
parents can also request the CSA to collect child support from nonresident parents who, in turn, 
can authorise employers to deduct child support payments from weekly wages and forward 
them to the CSA, or can directly transfer the amount themselves.  Bird (1998) reported that 
almost half of the parents registered with the CSA paid their child support privately. 
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Nonresident fathers’ child support responsibilities reduce when resident mothers’ taxable 
income exceeds average weekly earnings, and when children spend more than approximately 
thirty percent of nights with fathers.  This latter regulation very practically links child support 
payments with levels of contact, regardless of theoretical debates whether the two are 
connected or independent.  An undesirable result of this financial implication, which contact 
above a certain level assumes, is that some nonresident fathers seek more contact in order to 
reduce financial responsibilities, and some resident mothers resist increases in contact in order 
to safeguard child support receipts (Pilkinton, 2000).  This practical link between child support 
and contact is further evident not only in nonresident fathers’ resentment at having to support 
children whom they never or rarely see, but also in resident mothers’ cynical attitude towards 
fathers, who pay little or no child support, but who insist they care for children and want to 
spend time with them.   
 
Australian nonresident fathers commonly complain that the child support system assesses their 
responsibilities on gross rather than on net income, and fails to consider the cost of regular 
contact with children and their other financial pressures (Fehlberg & Smyth, 2000).  They also 
complain that it impedes them from improving their standard of living by working overtime or 
by taking on a second position, because it includes any extra income for the purpose of 
calculating their child support responsibilities.  Some further complain that the scheme 
provides little opportunity for them to have some input into decisions as to how their payments 
are spent on children. 
 
3.5.4. PREDICTORS OF CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS 
Research into factors associated with the payment of child support is not extensive, and the 
evidence, as with other aspects of separated families, is not always consistent.  Marriage is the 
one aspect of the pre-separation family found to be associated with the payment of child 
support, with clear evidence that once-married nonresident fathers were more likely to pay 
child support (Graham & Beller, 2002; Insabella et al., 2003; Seltzer, 1991; Walter, 2000), 
especially in Afro-American families (Greene & Moore (2000).  This association could 
indicate that marriage signifies a stronger commitment to family and results in fewer disputes 
about paternity, or that unmarried resident mothers have more access to welfare payments than 
those once-married (Sigle-Rushton & Garfinkel, 2002).   
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Nonresident fathers’ legal status is one of several post-separation factors associated with the 
payment of child support.  Arditti and Keith (1993) found that those without joint legal custody 
were more likely to support children financially than those with joint custody.  Other factors 
linked with the payment of child support include contact with children (Fischer, 2002; 
Teachman, 1991), satisfaction with the post-separation property settlement (Arditti, 1992), 
satisfaction with the residence arrangement (Arditti & Keith, 1993) and the existence of a legal 
agreement regarding child support (Seltzer et al., 1989).  Parental co-operation and the absence 
of interparental hostility have also been found to be strongly associated with child support 
payments (Pearson & Thoennes, 1988; Teachman, 1991), as has the level of nonresident 
fathers’ parental authority (Seltzer, 1991). 
 
The effect of nonresident fathers’ repartnering on the amount of child support paid is unclear.  
Manning and Smock (1997) found that it did not significantly affect the amount of child 
support paid, but Furstenberg et al. (1983) found a negative association between the two 
variables.  However, Tropf (1984) found that nonresident fathers’ remarriage positively 
affected the level of voluntary child support payments, and surmised that this somewhat 
unexpected finding may indicate that new partners are accepting of fathers allocating money to 
children from an earlier relationship.  Teachman (1991) suggested this positive association 
might signify that remarried fathers are more family oriented than others, and thus are more 
prepared to meet parental responsibilities.   
 
Other factors found to be negatively associated with the payment of child support include the 
length of time since separation (Furstenberg et al., 1983; Hetherington et al., 1982; Seltzer et 
al., 1989), mothers’ remarriage (Furstenberg, 1987), satisfaction with the legal proceedings 
(Arditti & Keith, 1993), fathers’ incapacity to pay (Braver et al., 1991) and fathers’ age (Lin & 
McLanahan, 2001).  Weiss and Willis (1985) reported a negative association between child 
support payment and mothers’ receipt of welfare payments, indicating that some nonresident 
fathers are disinclined to pay child support when they anticipate that it will be partially offset 
by a reduction in mothers’ welfare payments.  
 
3.6. INTERPARENTAL CO-OPERATION 
A vital, yet potentially highly stressful task for nonresident fathers is to establish and maintain 
some co-operative interparental relationship, which can prove extremely difficult in families 
marked by domestic violence.  Optimally, such a relationship involves mutual respect, 
constructive communication and a real sharing of parenting responsibilities (Whiteside, 1998).  
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In reality, it may consist of little more than periodic involvement with each other which tends 
to be centred on special events or problems (Goldsmith, 1980).  Ahrons (1979) described a co-
operative parental relationship after separation as one that is low in conflict and high in 
support, in contrast to a high conflict relationship where the support is low.  Reportedly, two 
out of three separated families manage to achieve some level of parental co-operation (Ahrons, 
1981; Hirst & Smiley, 1984), which Kruk (1993) acknowledged as a difficult challenge for 
some parents.  
 
Some interparental rapport is important because it seems to influence both the level of 
nonresident fathers’ involvement with children (Koch & Lowery, 1985; McKenry et al., 1992), 
and also on the quality of that involvement (Esposito, 1995; Nicholls & Pike, 1998).  As Arditti 
(1995) noted, many nonresident fathers perceive that resident mothers have a ‘tremendous 
amount of power’ in determining the relationship that they are able to have with children.  As a 
result, they recognise the need to relate to mothers to some extent if they are to safeguard their 
contact with children.  From their review of studies of separated families, Lehr and MacMillan 
(2001) concluded that most nonresident fathers did not consider that they have a positive 
relationship with mothers, which explains the reason that parallel rather than co-operative 
parenting has emerged as the most common post-divorce pattern (Furstenberg & Nord, 1985; 
Maccoby et al., 1990). 
 
3.6.1. POST-SEPARATION BOUNDARIES AND PARENTAL CO-OPERATION 
The task of developing some co-parental relationship has to be accomplished in the context of 
clear boundaries, which are essential for any healthy adjustment to the separation.  The 
establishment of such boundaries is particularly vital in families where there has been domestic 
violence throughout the relationship or around the time of separation.  Clear boundaries, 
however, do not necessarily exclude a civil relationship between parents which has been shown 
to have positive effects on co-parenting and to be negatively associated with interparental 
conflict (Dozier, Sollie, Stack & Smith, 1993; Whiteside, 1998).  Many nonresident fathers, 
however, find respecting boundaries an entirely new aspect of parenting, requiring them to 
distinguish between being a parent and being a partner to their children’s mothers (Serovich, 
Price, Chapman & Wright, 1992).  In early days of separation, particularly if initiated by 
resident mothers, nonresident fathers commonly resist the establishment of intimacy 
boundaries and seek to thwart attempts to implement them (Emery & Dillon, 1994; 
Hetherington et al., 1982).  These fathers often pursue frequent contact with children as a way 
of keeping in touch with former partners (Hirst & Smiley, 1984), which can lead to a confusion 
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of roles.  Role confusion then tends to exacerbate the interparental conflict and impede fathers’ 
long-term involvement with children (Maccoby et al., 1990). 
 
Emery and Dillon (1994) suggested that separated parents also need to establish power 
boundaries that clarify which parent is responsible for what decisions regarding children.  
Separation generally results in each parent losing some influence over the other’s parenting, 
and consequently over children.  Resident mothers, in particular, often experience great 
difficulty accepting this limitation to their parenting perhaps because, as Kranichfeld (1987) 
proposed, their power in the family stems principally from their role as nurturers and 
kinkeepers.  They can also find it difficult to leave some parenting to nonresident fathers, in 
whose parenting skills they have little confidence (Madden-Derdich & Leonard, 2002).  
 
3.6.2. PREDICTORS OF INTERPARENTAL CO-OPERATION  
Never-married nonresident fathers have reported more interparental conflict and less co-
operation than once-married fathers (Insabella et al., 2003).  Nonresident fathers, who initiated 
the separation or who were happy with the residence arrangement and property settlement, 
have been found to be significantly more satisfied with the interparental relationship (Arditti & 
Kelly, 1994; Baum, 2003; Goldsmith, 1980; Maccoby et al., 1985).  Protracted and bitter legal 
proceedings following separation, however, have been found to be negatively associated with 
interparental co-operation (Baum, 2003).  Parents who had fewer children, those who had 
adopted a shared residence arrangement, and those who were prepared to negotiate about their 
children all reported higher levels of mutual support, as did mothers with a high income and 
occupational status (Arditti & Madden-Derdich, 1997; Fishel & Scanzoni, 1989).  
 
Parents’ ability to adjust to separation, which Diedrick (1991) suggested is characterised by 
developing a separate identity and by functioning adequately in the new post-separation 
parental role, has been found to be positively associated with the interparental relationship 
(Coysh, Johnston, Tschann, Wallerstein & Kline, 1989).  Mothers generally are thought to 
adjust to separation better than fathers, which Wallerstein et al. (1988) attributed to the fact that 
mothers more frequently initiate separation and fulfil the role of resident parent.  This implies 
that nonresident fathers can generally be expected to find cordial interparental relationships 
somewhat of a challenge.  
 
Outcomes from a large study of previously married couples by Madden-Derdich and Leonard 
(2002) showed three variables to be associated with interparental conflict.  The one most 
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strongly associated with the conflictual relationship was the divergence in parents’ views on 
fathers’ parenting skills.  Not unexpectedly, mothers viewed them less favourably than did 
fathers.  The other two variables were fathers’ perception of mothers’ inflexibility about 
contact, and each parent’s perception of the other’s satisfaction with the existing residence 
arrangement. 
 
Repartnering of either parent, but particularly of nonresident fathers in families where resident 
mothers remain single (Ahrons & Wallisch, 1987), also appears to be negatively associated 
with interparental co-operation and positively with interparental conflict.  This could be partly 
because some parents fear that new partners will react negatively to continued co-operation 
between former partners.  Schuldberg and Guisinger (1991) proposed that repartnered parents, 
finding themselves caught between responsibilities to new partners and to children, tend to 
describe former partners in highly negative terms as a defence against continuing attachment to 
them.  
 
Resident mothers are often ambivalent about repartnered nonresident fathers.  For some, the 
presence of fathers’ new partners increases their confidence that children’s needs will more 
likely be met during contact periods.  In some situations, they are even inclined to negotiate 
contact with new partners rather than with fathers.  For others, especially those who feel 
insecure as parents, fathers’ new partners pose a threat.  These mothers can have difficulty 
accepting other women being involved in children’s lives and fear that they will assume more 
responsibility for children during contact periods than will fathers.  Similarly, nonresident 
fathers can be suspicious of resident mothers’ new partners.  They fear that children’s 
stepfathers will either replace them in the father-role, or will physically or sexually abuse the 
children. 
 
Interparental co-operation is generally severely threatened by resident mothers assuming a 
strong gatekeeping role.  At worst, gatekeeping mothers can sabotage contact between children 
and nonresident fathers (Pearson & Thoennes, 1988; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  At best, they 
can be reluctant to surrender influence over children and tend to set rigid standards for father-
child interactions, wanting fathers’ involvement to be on their own terms.  For strong 
gatekeepers, co-operative parenting means that fathers parent in accordance with maternal 
dictates.  Nonresident fathers, who perceive that resident mothers have assumed the 
gatekeeping role, are often disinclined to co-operate with them, fearing that gatekeeping 
behaviour will further jeopardise their somewhat tenuous link with children.  Others refuse to 
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co-operate mainly because they resent mothers, with whom they are no longer in relationships, 
telling them what to do with their children. 
 
 
3.6.3. INTERPARENTAL CO-OPERATION AND CHILDREN’S ADJUSTMENT 
Most research has centred on the effect, which a lack of interparental co-operation has on 
children’s post-separation adjustment.  Numerous studies consistently found evidence of a 
strong negative association between interparental hostility or conflict and children’s adjustment 
(Hess & Camara, 1979; Hetherington et al., 1982; Jacobson, 1978a; Simons et al., 1994; 
Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980; Wallerstein et al., 1988).  Family relationship variables, in fact, 
appear to have more impact on children’s post-divorce adjustment than the actual family 
arrangement (Hess & Camara, 1979; Hetherington, 1979; Hetherington et al., 1981; Lowery & 
Settle, 1985).  Some commentators (Grych & Fincham, 1990; Whiteside, 1998) considered that 
not only the frequency and intensity of interparental conflict negatively influence children’s 
adjustment, but that the content and resolution of it are also significant.  Lamb (2002) 
concluded from research evidence that conflict, which is endemic to the interparental 
relationship, is more harmful than either that triggered by high stress levels at the time of 
separation, or that which is related to litigation. 
 
 
Johnston, Campbell and Mayes (1985) distinguished between other types of interparental 
conflict, such as verbal and physical aggression, and saw the level of children’s exposure to it 
as a highly relevant variable in its impact on their adjustment.  In their study of latency-aged 
children in high conflict families, they found younger children tended to be distressed by, and 
afraid of, the interparental physical aggression and were more likely to shift allegiances from 
one parent to the other.  Older children tended to be more aligned with one of the parents.  
Their study found that the children in high conflict families were particularly stressed at 
contact changeover, and displayed signs of withdrawal, high anxiety, tension and occasional 
somatic symptoms.  Johnston, Kline and Tschann (1989), in their study of a clinical sample of 
one hundred separated families entrenched in disputes about children, found a positive 
association between frequent contact and children’s emotional and behavioural problems and 
the extent of their maladjustment.  Factors found to diminish the risk to children’s adjustment 
were parents’ psychological functioning and the quality of parent-child relationships. 
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3.7. NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ CONTRIBUTION TO CHILDREN’S WELLBEING 
AND ADJUSTMENT 
Commentators widely accept that nonresident fathers’ continued engagement is generally 
conducive to children’s wellbeing (Lamb, 2002; Lamb et al., 1997; Lund, 1987; Santrock & 
Warshak, 1986), without necessarily agreeing with Blankenhorn (1995) that children’s 
maladjustment after divorce can be mainly attributed to father-absence.  However, empirical 
evidence as to the extent and manner of nonresident fathers’ contribution to children’s 
adjustment is inconclusive, partly because of the range of independent variables studied by 
researchers.  Some studies focused simply on contact frequency (Furstenberg et al., 1987; 
Hetherington et al., 1982), a measure which Amato and Gilbreth (1999) described as ‘too 
narrow theoretically as well as empirically’ (p. 559).  Other studies included the payment of 
child support as an expression of nonresident fathers’ engagement (King, 1994; Lamb et al., 
1997), while others considered the quality of fathers’ engagement (Furstenberg et al., 1983; 
Simons et al., 1994), somewhat akin to what Amato (1998) termed ‘authoritative parenting’.  
Some more elaborate research incorporated variables thought to moderate nonresident fathers’ 
impact on children’s wellbeing, such as the level of interparental conflict (Amato & Rezac, 
1994; Brody & Forehand, 1990; Healey et al., 1990; Hetherington et al., 1982), resident 
mothers’ attitude to fathers’ engagement (King & Heard, 1999), the nature of the father-child 
relationship (Buchanan et al., 1996), and the presence of stepfathers in families (White & 
Gilbreth, 2001). 
 
Different dependent variables measured as indicators of children’s adjustment have also 
contributed to the inconclusive nature of the evidence concerning fathers’ contribution.  As 
Kaltenborn (2004) highlighted, the relevance of different variables to children can change over 
the course of time.  The various outcomes investigated include children’s academic 
achievement, behavioural problems and psychological adjustment (King, 1994; White & 
Gilbreth, 2001), self-esteem (Amato, 1986; Dunlop, Burns & Bermingham, 2001; Healey et al., 
1990; Pagani-Kurtz & Derevensky, 1997), and social relationships (Amato, 1993). 
 
3.7.1. NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ CONTACT AND CHILDREN’S WELLBEING 
Frequency of contact, an easy-to-measure dimension of nonresident fathers’ engagement, has 
tended to be the main focus of research into their contribution to children’s post-separation 
adjustment.  In a meta-analysis of the relevant studies, Amato (1993) reported evidence 
showing both a positive association between contact frequency and children’s wellbeing 
(Healey et al., 1990), and a negative association (Hodges, Weschler & Ballantine, 1979, 
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Johnston et al., 1989), with some studies finding no significant association at all (Amato, 1986; 
Furstenberg et al., 1987; Maccoby et al., 1993; Simons et al., 1994; Thomas & Forehand, 
1993).  Subsequently, other studies have also failed to find any significant association between 
contact frequency and children’s self-esteem (King, 1994; Pagani-Kurtz & Derevensky, 1997) 
or adolescents’ adjustment (Spruijt, de Goede & Vandervalk, 2004).  However, Amato and 
Gilbreth (1999) noted some evidence of a positive but weak association between frequent 
nonresident fathers’ contact and children’s academic success, and a weak, negative association 
with children’s internalising problems.  They surmised that the seemingly stronger association 
between fathers’ contact and children’s wellbeing in recent times could reflect greater 
commitment to the role of nonresident fathering, or improved parenting skills among recent 
cohorts of nonresident fathers.  Their hypothesis has recently found support in the study by 
Dunn et al. (2004) who found frequent and regular contact with nonresident fathers to be 
negatively associated with children’s internalising and extrernalising problem behaviour. 
 
Isaacs (1988) reported regularity rather than frequency of nonresident fathers’ contact to be the 
important factor, which impacted on children’s post-separation adjustment.  The significance 
of regular contact is that it allows children not only to experience some stability in 
relationships with fathers but also to have some sense of control over their own lives.  This can 
be highly relevant for older children, able to grasp the regular routine of contact with 
nonresident fathers, who can then make other social arrangements which they know will not 
clash with their time with fathers. 
 
Amato and Gilbreth (1999) concluded, from their meta-analysis of empirical studies, that 
contact frequency is not a sound predictor of children’s wellbeing because it does not guarantee 
a close father-child relationship, which has consistently emerged as a predictor of children’s 
adjustment and emotional wellbeing (Guidubaldi & Perry, 1985; Hess & Camara, 1979; 
Hetherington et al., 1976; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).    Others, too, have doubted that 
frequent or regular contact necessarily guarantees the quality of nonresident father-child 
relationships (Arditti, 1995; Arditti & Keith, 1993).  This is further supported by evidence that 
some children with infrequent contact with nonresident fathers still reported enjoying close 
relationships with them (Munsch et al., 1995). 
 
Some researchers have rejected this distinction between frequency and quality of contact, 
suggesting that the two are associated, and affect the nature of nonresident fathers’ interaction 
and the strengthening of their relationships with children (Arditti & Keith, 1993; Hess, 1986; 
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Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; Warshak, 2000).  Marsiglio et al., (2000) argued, however, that the 
nature of fathers’ interaction is more important for the enrichment and strengthening of their 
relationships than is contact frequency.  Yet, the quality of fathers’ interaction with children is 
in some way dependent on frequency of contact.  Some studies showed, for example, that most 
nonresident fathers engage in recreational rather than instrumental care of children 
(Furstenberg, 1988).  This could well be the result of the commonly-adopted arrangement of 
alternate weekend and holiday contact, and be rather a product of the nonresident-parent role 
rather than of gender (Stewart, 1999a).  If, as Lamb and Kelly (2001) claimed, interactions in a 
broad range of functional and social contexts are generally necessary to develop and sustain 
close father-child relationships, nonresident fathers who are limited by the constraints of such a 
contact regime may well have difficulty positively contributing to children’s wellbeing 
(Clarke-Stewart & Hayward, 1996; Warshak, 2000a). 
 
3.7.2. NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ INVOLVEMENT AND CHILDREN’S 
WELLBEING 
Convinced that contact frequency itself is not a sound predictor of children’s post-separation 
wellbeing and adjustment, some researchers have focused on the nature of nonresident fathers’ 
involvement with children (Ahrons, 1983; Coley, 1998; Stewart, 2003; White & Gilbreth, 
2001).  Bronstein et al. (1994) found nonresident fathers’ involvement to be significantly 
linked with children’s academic performance and behaviour and, in families where resident 
mothers had repartnered, to be negatively linked with children’s psychological problems.  It is 
clear from meta-analyses of studies of nonresident fathers’ contribution to children’s wellbeing 
(Amato & Rivera, 1999; Amato & Sobolewski, 2004) that fathers’ involvement has a 
significant effect on children’s development.  Other studies also found nonresident fathers’ 
involvement, measured by contact frequency and payment of child support, to be positively 
associated with children’s wellbeing, particularly in the area of academic achievement and 
educational advantage (King, 1994; Lamb et al., 1997), and negatively with children’s 
delinquent or antisocial behaviour (Furstenberg et al., 1987).  
 
Amato (1998) concluded from his meta-analysis of fifty-four research studies that authoritative 
parenting, which implies a high level of support and a moderate level of control of children, is 
the key to nonresident fathers’ contribution to children’s academic success and to their low 
levels of behaviour and mental health problems.  Stewart (2003) more recently found some 
aspects of authoritative parenting to be associated with adolescents’ wellbeing.  A real 
limitation with the concept of authoritative parenting, however, is that sole residence severely 
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limits nonresident fathers’ opportunities to act as authoritative parents (Hetherington & 
Stanley-Hagan, 1997; Lamb, 2002a).  Trinder et al. (2002) suggested that authoritative 
parenting seems to imply such a reasonable level of involvement and to assume such a high 
level of parental resources that it may be little more than a theoretical construct for very many 
fathers.  In light of evidence that the nature of nonresident fathers’ interaction with children 
changes over time (Dominic & Schlesinger, 1980; Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978), authoritative 
parenting may become more of an option for some men the longer they find themselves in the 
nonresident-father role. 
 
3.7.3. MODERATORS OF NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ CONTRIBUTION TO 
CHILDREN’S WELLBEING 
Several variables appear to moderate nonresident fathers’ contribution to children’s wellbeing.  
The most pertinent is the degree of interparental conflict which many studies found to account 
for the negative association between contact frequency and children’s wellbeing (Amato & 
Forehand, 1990; Amato & Rezac, 1994; Amato & Rivera, 1999; Buchanan et al., 1991; 
Camara & Resnick, 1988; Hetherington et al., 1989; Johnston et al., 1989; Maccoby et al., 
1988; Maccoby et al., 1993).  Children of highly-conflicted separated parents, especially when 
the conflict is endemic to the interparental relationship (Lamb, 2002), often find themselves 
caught in damaging loyalty conflicts, the impact of which is heightened by frequent contact 
with nonresident parents (Ahrons, 1981; Buchanan et al., 1991).  The negative effect of this 
interparental conflict on children’s emotional health seems to be tempered somewhat when 
children enjoy a close relationship with either nonresident fathers (Brody & Forehand, 1990; 
Healey et al., 1990), or resident mothers (Buchanan et al., 1991; Lee, 2002).  This outcome 
could explain evidence that some children benefit from frequent contact with nonresident 
fathers even amidst high interparental conflict (Healey et al., 1990; Kurdek, 1986). 
 
Although not widely researched, nonresident fathers’ personality can affect their contribution 
to children’s post-separation adjustment (Cohen, 1998).  Its positive influence on children’s 
wellbeing appears to be indirect.  Personality is linked with fathers’ adjustment to separation 
(Fine et al., 1983), and evidence suggests that parents, who adjust to separation, have healthier 
relationships with children (Hetherington et al., 1976).  Its negative influence, however, may be 
more direct, as Cohen (1998) predicted when discussing the impact that nonresident fathers’ 
narcissistic tendencies can have on children.  She suggested that high scorers on the narcissistic 
scale, who see children as extensions of themselves, are more likely to promote children’s 
academic, sporting or artistic talents, but neglect their emotional needs.  Providing some 
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support for this hypothesis was the finding by Baum and Shnit (2003) that narcissistic 
nonresident fathers were inclined to have a more conflictual and less compromising 
relationship with former partners, which suggests their emotional energy is directed towards 
defending themselves against further narcissistic injury. 
 
Other moderating factors found to influence nonresident fathers’ contribution to children’s 
wellbeing include the quality of the father-child relationship (Hess & Camara, 1979; White & 
Gilbreth, 2001), the nature of the father-child interaction (Eggebeen, 2002), and parents’ 
psychological health and parenting skills (Clarke-Stewart & Hayward, 1996; Furstenberg & 
Seltzer, 1986; Hetherington, 1979; Kalter, Kloner, Schreier & Okla, 1989; Lamb et al., 1997; 
Simons et al., 1994; Thiriot & Buckner, 1991).  Still others were resident mothers’ attitude to 
nonresident fathers’ contact (King & Heard, 1999), children’s gender, with indications that 
boys benefit more even though they display more behavioural problems than girls (Healey et 
al., 1990), and the degree of parental co-operation (Camara & Resnick, 1989).  Children’s age 
at the time of separation was also found to affect nonresident fathers’ contribution to their 
adjustment, with evidence that children of latency age are more vulnerable than older children 
(Healey et al., 1990). 
 
3.8. AIMS AND HYPOTHESES OF THE PRESENT STUDY 
This review of research into nonresident fathers and the level of their contact and involvement 
with children illustrates that their role is in a state of flux, with the tension and uncertainty that 
normally mark periods of transition.  There are some indicators that changes to fathers’ role 
within intact families are beginning to influence their role in separated families.  More 
nonresident fathers now seem to have frequent contact with children and to be involved in their 
lives than was the case two or three decades earlier.  However, in order to maintain a 
significant presence in children’s lives, nonresident fathers still have to overcome many 
obstacles which stem in part from their own behaviour, family relationships, societal attitudes 
and institutional practices 
 
3.8.1. AIMS OF THE STUDY 
The present study, which draws on a national sample of nonresident fathers, aims to ascertain 
their experience of post-separation parenting and the level of their engagement with children.  
It seeks to identify factors, which impede or assist them in their parental role.  In particular, it 
investigates the influence of selected personality characteristics on their engagement.  The 
study proceeds by: 
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• compiling from applications to the Family Courts of Australia and of Western Australia 
a large national sample of nonresident fathers;  
• inviting fathers to respond to a Nonresident Fathers’ Survey (NFS) which collects 
demographic data and details of families before and after separation, explores fathers’ 
experiences of parenting after separation, and measures personality characteristics of 
Sensitivity and Impulsivity; 
• interviewing respondents who volunteer to discuss further their nonresident parental 
experiences;  
• inviting interviewees to complete a survey measuring Responsibility, Socialization, 
Self-control and Good Impression taken from the California Psychological Inventory. 
 
3.8.2. HYPOTHESES 
The following hypotheses stem from the review of previous research into fathers’ role in both 
intact and separated families.  They refer to the expected influence that nonresident fathers' 
personality as well as several individual and interpersonal variables will have on their 
engagement with children. 
 
Hypothesis 1 
That nonresident fathers’ scores on the four CPI folk scales of Responsibility, Socialization, 
Self-control and Good Impression will be positively associated with their contact and 
involvement with children.  
The CPI scales for Responsibility, Socialization, Self-control and Good Impression form a 
substantial part of a factor identified by Gough (1987) as Control.  He described those who 
rank high on this factor as rule-favouring, rule-following, conscientious and self-disciplined.  
These qualities intuitively appear useful for fathers who encounter the inherent difficulties and 
demands of nonresident parenting.  Those, who by temperament are inclined to keep rules or 
court orders and to meet parental responsibilities, are expected to be more likely to maintain 
contact and involvement with children than those with less self-discipline and a weaker sense 
of responsibility. 
 
Hypothesis 2 
That nonresident fathers with high scores on Eysenck’s measures of Impulsivity and Sensitivity 
will report low levels of engagement with children. 
Nonresident fathering generally requires ongoing negotiation with resident mothers, often 
within the context of interparental tension or conflict.  Fathers inclined to be impulsive by 
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temperament are likely to find such negotiation difficult and to risk having contact with 
children reduced or curtailed altogether.  They are also expected to be at greater risk of reacting 
negatively to the frustrations experienced in exercising their parental role and consequently of 
distancing themselves from children.  Similarly, those with high scores on the Sensitivity 
measure are expected to experience intensely the pain of being separated from children, and to 
feel keenly the hurts arising from heated interactions with former partners.  It is anticipated that 
these fathers, as a protective measure, are more likely to reduce contact and involvement with 
children. 
 
Hypothesis 3 
That nonresident fathers in the study will have significantly more contact with children than 
that reported in previous Australian studies. 
As contemporary fathers in intact families generally appear to be more involved with children 
than their own fathers had been (Kalminj, 1999; Yeung et al., 2001), they are more likely to 
have developed stronger emotional bonds with them.  After separation, they can be expected to 
seek a more active parental role in the separated family and to be less inclined to disengage 
from children than previous cohorts of nonresident fathers, whose main parental role was that 
of provider.  Changes to fathers’ involvement with children in intact families are now likely to 
influence the level of their engagement with children after separation. 
 
Hypothesis 4 
That nonresident fathers’ telephone and mail contact with children will complement, rather 
than compensate for their lack of face-to-face contact.  
Telephone and mail contact offers an alternative to nonresident fathers’ face-to-face contact 
with children, particularly if tension is high within separated families, or if extensive distances 
separate fathers from children.  Evidence suggests, however, that by telephoning or writing to 
children, nonresident fathers are not seeking a substitute for face-to-face contact, but are 
further expressing their commitment to children (Seltzer, 1991; Smyth et al., 2001).  The study 
is expected to show a positive association between face-to-face contact and telephone and mail 
contact. 
 
Hypothesis 5 
That nonresident fathers’ level of education and socioeconomic status will be positively 
associated with their frequency and level of contact. 
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There is extensive evidence that educated, middle-class fathers are more likely not only to be 
involved with children in intact families (Cooksey & Fondell, 1996; Pleck & Pleck, 1997) but 
also to have more frequent contact with children after separation (Amato & Rezac, 1994; Erera 
et al., 1999; Stephens, 1996).  The present study, which involves nonresident fathers with 
varied educational and socioeconomic backgrounds, is expected to confirm that better educated 
fathers and those with higher incomes will have more contact. 
 
Hypothesis 6 
That the distance separating nonresident fathers from children and the repartnering of either 
parent will have a negative influence on frequency and level of contact.  
The study is expected to support evidence that nonresident fathers who live a considerable 
distance from children usually have difficulty maintaining contact for any length of time 
(Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Smyth et al., 2001).  Because the cost, time and effort involved in 
frequent contact put a real strain on fathers’ commitment and on children’s convenience, the 
likely outcome for distant fathers is that they will see children less frequently, albeit for longer 
periods of time.  Based on research, nonresident fathers, who repartner and often have 
responsibility for natural or stepchildren, are more likely than single nonresident fathers to be 
less engaged with, if not totally disengaged from children, (King & Heard, 1999; McKenry et 
al., 2000).  Studies also found that nonresident fathers tend to be less involved with children 
when resident mothers repartner (Greene & Moore, 2000; Stephens, 1996).  Not only are 
nonresident fathers inclined to feel less relevant to children who live with stepfathers, but 
resident mothers can be less likely to encourage contact, which they sometimes view as an 
intrusion into new family units.  The present study is expected to confirm the negative 
association between parents’ repartnering and nonresident fathers’ contact.   
 
Hypothesis 7 
That nonresident fathers’ satisfaction with the residence arrangement and the degree of their 
parental authority will be positively associated with frequency and level of contact.  
Research has found that nonresident fathers who are satisfied with children’s post-separation 
residence arrangement are more likely to remain engaged with them (Kruk, 1991) and have 
more frequent contact with them (Arditti & Keith, 1993; Furstenberg, 1988).  Similarly, fathers 
who perceive that they have some influence in children’s lives and some control over decisions 
regarding children are more likely to remain involved (Braver & Griffin, 2000; McKenry et al., 
1992).  The present study is expected to confirm this evidence, particularly as fathers’ 
satisfaction and influence can be expected to reflect a more amicable interparental relationship. 
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Hypothesis 8 
That nonresident fathers’ role adjustment and fatherhood salience will be positively associated 
with frequency and level of contact. 
Fathers who have successfully adjusted to changes to their parental role imposed by separation 
have been found more likely to remain involved with children (Campbell & Pike, 2000; Rettig 
et al., 1999; Trinder et al., 2002).  This study is expected to confirm that nonresident fathers’ 
role-adjustment will account for variance in the level of their engagement.  Similarly, 
fatherhood salience has been found to predict co-resident fathers’ engagement with children 
(Bruce & Fox, 1999; Erera et al., 1999).  It is expected that nonresident fathers for whom 
fathering carries a high salience will be more engaged with children than those for whom 
fatherhood is not a high priority.  
 
Hypothesis 9 
That high levels of interparental hostility and conflict and of nonresident-father role strain will 
be negatively associated with frequency and level of contact.  
Relationships with former partners appear to be vitally important for nonresident fathers’ 
contact with children (Ahrons & Miller, 1983; Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Hetherington et al., 
1992; Isaacs, 1988; King & Heard, 1999; Koch & Lowery, 1985; Nicholls & Pike, 1998; Tepp, 
1983; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  Fathers of young children, in particular, rely on negotiation 
with mothers for any engagement to occur, and the negotiation becomes far more difficult 
amidst interparental hostility.  Conversely, fathers are more likely to engage with children 
when resident mothers encourage and support it (Isaacs, 1988).  This study is expected to 
confirm interparental hostility and conflict to be negative predictors of nonresident fathers’ 
contact with children, and that those fathers, who record high stress levels or what is termed 
throughout the study as role strain, will have less contact with children (Umberson & Williams, 
1993; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  
 
Hypothesis 10  
That never-married nonresident fathers and those who needed a judicial decision to resolve 
disputes about children will report greater interparental hostility and conflict 
This study is expected to support evidence that never-married nonresident fathers report more 
interparental conflict than once-married fathers (Insabella et al., 2003).  Because separated 
parents who are prepared to negotiate about their children report higher levels of mutual 
support (Arditti & Madden-Derdich, 1997; Fishel & Scanzoni, 1989), it is also expected that 
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those unable or unwilling to do so and who thus needed a judicial decision to resolve their 
parenting disputes, will be more hostile and conflictual.   
 
Hypothesis 11 
That interparental hostility and conflict will be negatively associated with nonresident-fathers’ 
role adjustment and positively with their role strain. 
Because adjustment to separation has been found to be positively associated with a cordial 
interparental relationship (Coysh et al., 1989), the study is expected to find a negative 
association between hostile interparental relationships and nonresident fathers’ adjustment.  
Because of the strong impact, which the interparental relationship can have on nonresident 
fathers’ engagement, it is anticipated that the study will find greater levels of role strain among 
those who report higher interparental hostility.  
 
Hypothesis 12 
That nonresident fathers’ attitude to their child support responsibilities will be positively 
associated with their contact with children, and with fatherhood salience, but negatively with 
interparental hostility and conflict. 
In light of evidence of a significant association between nonresident fathers’ payment of child 
support and contact with children (Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Braver & Griffin, 2000; Fischer, 
2002; King & Heard, 1999; Stewart, 1999), it is anticipated that their positive attitude to 
paying child support will also be positively associated with contact.  As child support payments 
are a concrete expression of parental responsibility and involvement, and fatherhood salience is 
an indicator of involvement (Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1986), the study is expected to 
confirm a positive correlation between fathers’ attitude to child support and fatherhood 
salience.  Also, because of evidence that parental co-operation and cordial relationships with 
resident mothers are strong predictors of child support payments (Pearson & Thoennes, 1988; 
Teachman, 1991), it is anticipated that the study will find a negative association between 
nonresident fathers’ attitude to child support and interparental hostility.   
 
3.9. CONCLUSION 
This chapter has reviewed a wide body of literature pertaining to nonresident fathers.  It has 
considered aspects of the nonresident fathering role, the level of their engagement with 
children, their attitude to, and payment of child support, and their contribution to children’s 
wellbeing and development.  Clearly, nonresident fathering is a complex role for which many 
men are not well prepared.  Current difficulties faced by nonresident fathers stem in part from 
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the conceptual and practical changes which affect both fatherhood and families in most 
Western societies.  The present study was conducted within this changing context, which 
heightens the frustration commonly experienced by nonresident fathers. 
 
The following chapter describes the methodology employed in conducting the research and 
includes the multi-item measures created for the study.  The three subsequent chapters report 
the research results.  Chapter 5 deals with the quantitative data, and records results of various 
statistical tests applied.  Chapter 6 summarises the qualitative data collected during the first 
stage of the study, and Chapter 7 the qualitative data from the second stage.  The final chapter 
reviews the hypotheses in light of the results and discusses the implications for both policy and 
practice.  
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CHAPTER 4     
  METHOD 
 
4.1. STUDY DESIGN 
The present study addressed several research questions pertaining to nonresident fathers.  It aimed 
to investigate the extent of their engagement with children, as measured by their contact and 
involvement, to identify factors, which facilitated or impeded engagement, and to explore their 
experience of, and their attitude towards, the nonresident-father role.  Specifically, the study 
focused on the association between selected personality measures and nonresident fathers’ 
engagement.   
 
In an attempt to be comprehensive and to avoid any bias stemming from geographical specificity, 
which has been a feature of most previous studies of separated fathers, the study drew on a sample 
of nonresident fathers from every Australian state.  Samples drawn from one city or state are open 
to the risk of ethnic, cultural or socio-economic bias because of the population diversity, which 
exists throughout Australia.  Although Australian states are seemingly less diverse than those in 
the US, they nevertheless vary greatly in size, cultural mix, remoteness and developmental 
history.  The intention was to compile from applications filed in capital city registries of the 
Family Court throughout Australia a substantial sample, which would provide an extensive view 
of Australian nonresident fathers.   
 
The study combined quantitative and qualitative data collection methods, both of which have clear 
advantages as well as particular challenges (Arditti, 1995; Roggman et al., 2002).  Quantitative 
data provide the opportunity for objectivity and statistical analysis, which allow the testing of 
hypotheses.  Qualitative data compensate for quantitative research’s inability to detect important 
differences between individuals and can elucidate the significance which quantitative data carry 
for them.  They also provide a deeper understanding of the meaning which constructs employed in 
the study have for those participating in the research.  However, qualitative methods of data 
collection are usually difficult and time consuming, and are not open to generalisation.  A 
quantitative method was used at the first stage of data collection in the present study.  It consisted 
of a survey mailed to a large sample of nonresident fathers.  At the second stage of the study a 
combination of both quantitative and qualitative methods was used, involving a smaller number of 
nonresident fathers drawn from those who had responded to the initial survey.   
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The study was expected to encounter several obstacles because of the considerable legal and 
ethical implications of recruiting nonresident fathers.  Australian legislation prohibits the 
publication of the names of families with proceedings involving children in the Family Court.  
Because of its serious responsibility to safeguard the identity of families using its services, the 
Court allows access to its records only for legitimate research and, if for academic qualifications, 
providing the University Ethics Committee also approves the research.  As a long-term employee 
of the Family Court, the researcher expected to encounter fewer obstacles in obtaining the Court’s 
approval to access its records.  However, because family law and nonresident fathers, in 
particular, are politically and ethically sensitive issues in Australian society, it was anticipated that 
the University Ethics Committee would impose stringent conditions before approving the 
research.  
 
A further challenge was to compile a sample of sufficient size to be reasonably representative of 
Australian nonresident fathers, who are notoriously difficult to recruit for research (Daly, 1996; 
Marsiglio et al., 2000).  It was arbitrarily decided to compile a sample of fourteen hundred fathers.  
The sample consisted of two hundred from each of the six capital city registries of the Family 
Court, as well as from that at Parramatta, the second registry located in Sydney, which is the 
largest Australian city.  It was hoped that the difficulty of recruiting nonresident fathers for 
research would be offset by their recognition of the legitimacy and relevance of the study, which 
Roggman et al. (2002) saw as a key-motivating factor for them to be involved.  Another hope was 
that isolated and misunderstood nonresident fathers would welcome the chance to voice their 
experiences by participating in the study.   
 
The fundamental principle in choosing and designing the research instruments (see Section 4.3.1) 
was for them to be sufficiently simple ‘to keep the burden of participation light’ (Roggman et al., 
2002) for those invited to take part.  A formidable challenge was to balance this need for 
simplicity with the aim of collecting a substantial amount of data.  Both the researcher’s clinical 
experience in working with separated families for over a decade and measures used in a previous 
study by Bruce and Fox (1999) shaped the design of the research instruments. 
 
Procedures for the second stage of data collection remained unclear until the number willing to 
participate further in the study was known.  The aim of the second stage of the study was to 
measure selected personality characteristics of those participating, and to gather more personal 
information about their experiences of nonresident fathering.  Time constraints and practical 
considerations were expected to limit the amount of qualitative data that could be collected.  
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4.2. SAMPLE GROUP 
The compilation of a national sample of fourteen hundred nonresident fathers, which was 
undertaken in 2000, required a computer search of over seventy thousand applications lodged in 
the Family Courts of Australia and of Western Australia.  The sample, which was restricted to 
applications lodged between 1998 and 2000 in order to increase the likelihood of addresses listed 
in the applications still being current.  The sample included only families meeting the following 
criteria: 
• the nonresident father had an Australian address 
• if seemingly of non-English speaking background, the father was thought to have 
resided in Australia sufficiently long to suggest a capacity to understand the research 
material forwarded to him 
• the parents had separated between 1996-1998 
• the family had only one child under eighteen years of age  
• the child had been born between 1988-1994. 
 
Nonresident fathers living overseas were excluded from the study because of financial and 
practical considerations.  Because of the multicultural nature of Sydney and Melbourne, many 
applications to the Court involved overseas-born parties from non-European countries.  Those 
who had evidently been in the country only a short time were excluded on the assumption that 
they would not understand the research material.  However, several fathers of non-English 
speaking backgrounds were included in the sample without any firm indication of their command 
of English.   
 
The purpose of restricting the sample to fathers who had separated between 1996-1998 was to 
control the length of time since separation, which evidence has shown to influence nonresident 
fathers’ engagement with children (Amato & Rezac, 1994; Cooney & Uhlenberg, 1990; Seltzer & 
Bianchi, 1988; Trinder et al., 2002).  The separation period of between three to five years by the 
time of the research was thought to provide a reasonable test of nonresident fathers’ commitment 
to engagement.  The purpose of restricting the sample to families with one child was to control the 
family size, which has also been found to be associated with nonresident fathers’ engagement.  
Clearly, the more children in the family, the more opportunity there is for nonresident fathers to 
be involved in special family occasions (Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; Seltzer et al., 1989).   
 
The sample was restricted to families with latency-aged children to control the variable of 
children’s age, a factor also associated with nonresident fathers’ engagement (Seltzer & Bianchi, 
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1988; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  Children were expected to range in age between six and 
twelve years at the time of data collection.  This age group was chosen because nonresident 
fathers’ contact with preschool age children and adolescents is generally affected by the particular 
needs of those age groups (Dudley, 1991a; Seltzer, 1991; Stephens, 1996).  The optimal 
arrangement for children of preschool age is for frequent, but not necessarily overnight contact 
(Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980) and, for adolescents, one which allows them more autonomy and 
greater flexibility (Seltzer, 1991).  By excluding children in these two age groups, it was hoped to 
gain a more accurate picture of nonresident fathers’ commitment to children. 
 
Because of Tasmania’s very small population in comparison to other Australian states, only one 
hundred and fifty-six families meeting all the above criteria were found among applications to the 
Hobart registry of the Family Court.  To reach the arbitrarily selected sample size of fourteen 
hundred nonresident fathers, another forty-four fathers from applications filed in registries in 
other states were added to the Hobart sub-sample. 
 
The study sample included both once-married and never-married fathers, most of whom had been 
involved in applications for a legal divorce only.  Of the others involved in applications for court 
orders with respect to children, property, or both, approximately only ten percent would have 
needed a judicial hearing.  Indicators are that the vast majority of matters brought to the Family 
Court settle at some stage throughout legal proceedings, resulting in parties obtaining Consent 
Orders.  Other fathers were involved in applications seeking the Family Court to ratify already-
made agreements as Consent Orders.   
 
Applications lodged in the Family Court usually include families’ basic demographic details.  
Because the computerised records of applications sometimes omitted demographic details 
important for the purpose of the study, the researcher visited all but one of the Family Court 
registries to inspect the respective paper files.  To avoid the high cost of travelling to Perth, the 
researcher engaged an employee of the Family Court of Western Australia to gather missing data 
from applications filed in the Perth registry.  Data collected from the paper files sometimes 
resulted in fathers being omitted from the sample because they failed to meet the essential criteria. 
 
4.3. PROCEDURE 
The initial step was to obtain the Family Court’s approval for the researcher to access its files.  Its 
approval for the researcher both to compile a sample from its files and also to invite those 
nonresident fathers to take part in the study was contingent on the University Ethics Committee 
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also authorising the research.  The Court further insisted that the confidentiality of participants in 
the research be safeguarded, and that they be assured that their decision to participate or not 
would in no way prejudice their matter in the Court.  Some time later, the Family Court of 
Western Australia granted its approval on the same conditions specified by the Family Court of 
Australia.  The University Ethics Committee, on receiving evidence of the Family Courts’ 
approval, authorised the research to proceed, providing certain conditions concerning procedures 
and research measures were addressed to its satisfaction. 
 
The first stage of the research consisted of a survey mailed to the fourteen hundred nonresident 
fathers identified from Family Court applications who met al.l the sample criteria.  The second 
stage of data collection involved those who had indicated a willingness to participate further in the 
study being interviewed and completing an abridged personality questionnaire. 
 
4.3.1. RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS 
A Nonresident Fathers’ Survey (NFS) was developed specifically for use in the first stage of data 
collection.  The breadth of the study and the need for a reasonably simple survey meant that the 
depth of data collected had to be sacrificed to some extent.  An Interview Protocol was also 
created to enable fathers to elaborate on their responses to the NFS, and to relate their experiences 
of nonresident fathering and post-separation family relationships.  A Brief Personality 
Questionnaire (BPQ) was also developed, consisting of four folk scales from the California 
Psychological Inventory (CPI).  Gough (1987), who developed the CPI, described these scales as 
‘folk’ because he intended them to measure common variables, which ordinary people use to 
understand, describe and predict their own and others’ behaviour. 
 
4.3.1.1. Nonresident Fathers’ Survey (NFS) 
The NFS consisted of one hundred and seventeen items (Appendix 1).  Responses to the items 
generally required ticking or circling one of a number of options.  Several items involved 
choosing between either three or five options on a Likert-type scale.  Other items required circling 
either a ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ response.  Details of the several multiple-item measures subsequently 
created from the NFS are reported in Section 4.6.  The NFS focused on the following aspects of 
nonresident fathers and their experiences: 
• Demographic data (11 items): These included fathers’ age, country of birth, level of 
education, current employment status, normal occupation, hours worked per week and yearly 
income.  They also included children’s gender, the year of separation and the geographical 
distance between fathers and children (NFS Qs. 1-7, 11, 17, 25-26).  
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• Pre-separation family relationships and fathers’ involvement (8 items): These related to 
the length and legal status of fathers’ relationship with former partners, details of children’s 
birth, the size of the family, fathers’ level of involvement with them, and their attitudes to 
involvement and fathering in general (NFS Qs. 8-10, 12-16). 
• Details of the separation (7 items): These focused on the parental separation, fathers’ 
reaction to it, and their subsequent sources of support (NFS Qs. 18-21, 23-24, 31).   
• Current relationship status (4 items): These investigated both parents’ current relationships 
and the presence of children in their homes (NFS Qs. 27-30). 
• Level of nonresident fathers’ parental authority (12 items): The focus of these items was 
on fathers’ perceptions of their parental authority, the extent of their involvement in children’s 
lives, and their level of satisfaction with it (NFS Qs. 32-37, 56, 58-59, 62-63, 65, 85-86). 
• Contact with children (9 items): These items dealt with the frequency, type and duration of 
face-to-face contact and the frequency of telephone or mail contact.  They also explored 
fathers’ satisfaction with contact and impediments to it (NFS Qs. 39-44, 49-51). 
• Interparental relationship (14 items): These items related to mothers’ attitude towards 
fathers’ role within the family, the nature of the present interparental relationship and the level 
of interparental hostility and conflict (NFS Qs. 22,45, 53, 55, 57, 60-61, 64, 66, 73, 75, 81, 83, 
100).  
• Relationship with children (3 items): These items measured fathers’ perceptions of, and 
satisfaction with, their relationship with children, and their enjoyment of contact (NFS Qs.48, 
52, 54).  
• Experience of involvement with Court (3 items). These centred on fathers’ involvement 
with, and experience of the Family Court (NFS Qs. 38, 46-47). 
• Child support issues (9 items): They referred to existing child support arrangements, fathers’ 
attitude towards them, and tensions arising from child support issues (NFS Qs. 67-75).  
• Nonresident-father role adjustment (7 items).  These focused on fathers’ experience of 
nonresident parenting as an indicator of their adjustment to it (NFS Qs. 76-80, 82-84).  
• Fatherhood salience (13 items, 10 of which were taken from Bruce & Fox, 1999).  These 
items explored the importance of the parental role for fathers, with the two additional items 
referring to the nonresident parenting role (NFS Qs. 87-99). 
• Personality Measures (17 selected items from Eysenck’s Personality Inventory (EPI) 
(Eysenck & Eysenck, 1969): These easily-administered items, requiring a simple ‘Yes’ or 
‘No’ response, form part of the widely used EPI.  The EPI has a test stability ranging from 
0.70 to 0.90, and internal consistency ranging from 0.75 to 0.90 (Holt, 1971).  The items were 
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selected from measures of Impulsivity (5 items), Sensitivity (8 items), and a Lie scale (4 
items) (NFS Qs. 101-117; see Appendix 2). 
• General comments: Respondents were invited to add any comments they wished. 
 
4.3.1.2. Interview Protocol 
The semi-structured interview allowed for any necessary clarification of participants’ responses to 
the NFS.  It focused on fathers’ experience of the separation, difficulties faced as nonresident 
fathers and obstacles to their engagement with children.  Participants were questioned about 
relationships with children, the importance of fathering, post-separation family functioning and 
their perception of alleged systemic bias against nonresident fathers.  The interview concluded 
with reflections on their nonresident parenting experience and their hopes for the future 
(Appendix 3).  
 
4.3.1.3. Brief Personality Questionnaire (BPQ) 
The BPQ consisted of one hundred and sixty items taken from the CPI (see Appendix 4) which is 
a self-administered pen and paper test requiring only fourth grade reading ability to complete.  
Developed by Gough over fifty years ago, the CPI has subsequently undergone several revisions. 
In its current version, it consists of four hundred and sixty-two items, each requiring a True or 
False answer, which measure twenty folk concept scales, thought to describe and predict a range 
of interpersonal behaviours.  It allows for a single scale or a combination of scales to be used to 
predict behaviour in specific areas.  Its validity and reliability are comparable to other personality 
tests (Anastasi, 1982; Gough, 1987).  The CPI was chosen because it is simple to complete, is 
considered an extremely useful test (Groth-Marnat, 1997) and has been extensively used in 
research (Stagner, 1974).  Another real attraction of the CPI was that it was developed specifically 
for use with a normal population.  Because the present study was based on a non-clinical sample, 
it was considered inappropriate and unethical to administer any test formulated to detect 
pathology or psychiatric disturbance.  
 
The BPQ consisted of four folk scales from the CPI. which intuitively were expected to be 
positively associated with nonresident fathers’ engagement with children.  The four scales were 
Responsibility (Re, 36 items), Socialization (So, 46 items), Self-control (S-c, 38 items), and Good 
Impression (GI, 40 items), all of which together with three other scales contribute to the factor 
which Gough (1987) named ‘Control’.  The four scales have a test stability ranging from 0.66 
(GI) to 0.72 (So) and an internal consistency ranging from 0.65 (GI) to 0.78 (So) (Collins & 
Bagozzi, 1999; Megargee, 1972).  They have been found to be negatively associated with scores 
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on Neuroticism, but positively associated with scores on Agreeableness and Conscientiousness 
(McCrae et al., 1993).  Responsibility, Self-control and Good Impression scales have also been 
found to be significantly associated with internal Locus of Control (Gough, 1974), and 
Socialization with sensitivity towards the feelings of others (Collins & Bagozzi, 1999; Gough, 
1994). 
 
Those who score highly on the Responsibility scale are expected to be reasonable and to take their 
duties seriously.  Others generally assess them as being dependable, conscientious, organised and 
thorough.  High scorers on the Socialization scale are expected to be comfortable with conforming 
to rules and are generally thought to be reliable, organised, stable and co-operative.  Those who 
score highly on the Self-control scale are expected to be able to control their temper and to pride 
themselves on their self-discipline, and are seen by others as moderate, conservative, calm and 
conscientious.  High scorers on the Good Impression scale are expected to want to make a good 
impression and to behave in ways that please others.  They are generally perceived as 
conservative, conventional, moderate, sincere and dull.  The Good Impression scale is one of three 
scales developed to detect invalid responses to the CPI.  Particularly high scores on this scale are 
indicative of respondents ‘faking good’ in completing the Inventory.  Overall, high scorers on 
these four scales present as rule-keeping, conscientious and self-disciplined. 
 
4.3.2. PILOT STUDY 
The NFS was piloted on nonresident fathers who were not part of the study sample.  It was 
distributed in person or by mail to forty-four nonresident fathers recruited from various support 
groups for separated fathers. The only criterion for inclusion in the pilot study was that 
participants be nonresident fathers.  Those participating fathers who had more than one child were 
asked to focus in their responses to the NFS on the child who was closest to the six to twelve-
year-old age range. 
 
Twenty-eight of these fathers returned the NFS with comments about their experience of 
completing it.  As a result of their comments, four NFS items were re-worded to remove 
ambiguities.  Comments by those in the pilot study were generally very positive, with some 
applauding its focus and direction. 
 
4.3.3. DISTRIBUTION OF RESEARCH MATERIAL   
At the first stage of data collection, the NFS was mailed to the fourteen hundred nonresident 
fathers, together with a covering letter on University letterhead which outlined the purpose of the  
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research, confirmed the Family Court’s and University’s approval of it, and invited fathers to take 
part in the study by completing the NFS (Appendix 5).  Two copies of the Consent Form 
stipulated by the University (Appendix 6) and a self-addressed pre-paid envelope for the return of 
the NFS were also enclosed.  Pre-paid envelopes were addressed to a Post Office box rather than 
to the University or the Court in an attempt to neutralise any strong reaction fathers may have to 
either institution.  The covering letter carried instructions for those who agreed to be part of the 
study to return the completed NFS and one copy of the Consent Form.  Those prepared to 
participate further in the study were to indicate their willingness on the Consent Form. 
 
Some weeks after the distribution of the NFS had begun, the University Ethics Committee 
withdrew its approval for the research.  This resulted from an undisclosed number of complaints 
to the University from early recipients of the NFS.  After several months, the Ethics Committee 
renewed its approval, stipulating that the covering letter then be on Family Court rather than 
University letterhead.  This extensive interruption to the distribution of research material resulted 
in a considerable delay in undertaking the second stage of data collection.  For some fathers, there 
was a year’s lapse between them completing the NFS and being interviewed.  
 
The researcher received twelve telephone calls from NFS recipients to enquire about the research, 
as they had been invited to do in the covering letter.  Some sought clarification about the study, 
but most expressed an interest in it and were pleased that the research was focused on nonresident 
fathers.  One highly irate recipient was angry that the Family Court had released details of his 
family to the researcher and, so he believed, to the University.  Repeated assurances that only the 
researcher had details of his family did not pacify him.  This same recipient, who also complained 
to the Family Court and, seemingly, to the University Ethics Committee, threatened to take legal 
action against all parties involved in the research, but did not carry out his threat.  Another caller 
was an anonymous female, who also seemingly complained to the Ethics Committee.  She insisted 
that neither she nor her husband had ever lodged an application in the Family Court before 
disclosing that they had briefly separated some years previously.  A likely explanation for this 
anomaly is that one of them had at the time filed an application in the Family Court but, on 
reconciling, had not proceeded with it.  
 
A follow-up letter was sent to the one hundred and seventy-three respondents, who had indicated 
a willingness to be further involved in the study (Appendix 7).  The letter informed them of the 
expected time frame for conducting the interviews and the procedures that would be followed.  It  
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also requested some to return in an enclosed stamped self-addressed envelope their contact 
telephone number for interviews to be arranged. 
 
During telephone calls to arrange interviews, all respondents consented to completing a copy of 
the BPQ which, with two copies of the Consent Form required by the University, was 
subsequently mailed to them.  Respondents were requested to return the completed BPQ together 
with one copy of the Consent Form in the pre-paid, self-addressed envelope provided.  Although 
some participated in interviews prior to receiving the BPQ, most had received and returned the 
BPQ prior to being interviewed.  Copies of the BPQ and Consent Forms were also mailed to those 
who had indicated a willingness to be involved in the second stage of the study, but who were 
unable to be contacted by telephone for an interview.  
 
One hundred and thirty-five nonresident fathers took part in an interview over a period of four 
months.  They all consented to the interviews being audiotaped and transcripts being made from 
the tapes, with the repeated assurance that their identities and those of their families would be 
completely safeguarded.  Eight scheduled interviews were not conducted because respondents 
were unavailable when telephoned at the arranged time.  Fourteen interviews took place in 
participants’ homes, three in the researcher’s office, and one hundred and eighteen by telephone.  
Interviews ranged in length between forty-five and ninety minutes, with most taking 
approximately an hour. 
 
4.3.4. ORGANIZATION OF COLLECTED DATA 
Possible responses to the NFS were coded for statistical analysis.  Frequency of responses to all 
items was calculated and a series of statistical analyses undertaken.  As detailed in Section 4.6, 
several multi-item measures were created and reliability analyses conducted.  Factor analyses and 
multiple regression analyses of some measures were also performed.  Scores on the BPQ were 
calculated and converted to standard scores according to the male norms developed for the CPI.  
 
Because all the qualitative data collected could not be usefully incorporated into the research, one 
quarter of the interview transcripts (thirty-four) was randomly selected for inclusion in the study.  
For reporting purposes, participants’ names and those of family members were changed to protect 
the identities of both parents and children.  
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4.4. RESPONSE RATE 
Two hundred and sixty-one completed and three blank NFS forms were returned.  The post office 
returned one hundred and ninety-four forms as undeliverable, leaving nine hundred and forty-two 
presumably delivered but not returned.  One completed form was excluded from the study 
because the respondent had been the resident parent since separation.  The estimated response rate 
was 21.6%.  One likely contributing factor to the low response rate was that many non-deliverable 
NFS forms were not returned.  This seems a reasonable assumption in light of the transient life of 
many nonresident fathers in the early post-separation period until they are able to re-establish 
themselves.  Other likely contributing factors were men’s general reluctance to be involved in 
research studies, and the language and cultural difficulties faced by some fathers in completing 
the survey.  
 
One hundred and seventy-nine of the two hundred and sixty respondents (69%) indicated they 
were willing to participate further in the research.  However, owing to the extended and 
unexpected delay in the data collection, several respondents had moved after returning the NFS, 
and their new addresses were unknown.  Some respondents did not provide telephone numbers for 
interviews to be arranged, and others were unavailable at the agreed times.  As a result of these 
setbacks, only one hundred and thirty-five fathers were interviewed.  In addition, one hundred and 
twenty of the one hundred and forty-six BPQ surveys (82%) mailed to respondents were returned.  
Nine were from fathers who had not been interviewed. 
 
4.5. SOURCES OF RESEARCH DATA 
Table 1 summarises the database and population from which the research sample was drawn, and 
indicates the number of nonresident fathers involved at both stages of the study.   
 
Table 1 Sources of research data 
 
 Sources Number 
Database Family Court Applications 70,000-75,000 (Approx) 
Population  Selection of nonresident fathers 1400 
Sample (Stage 1) Surveys completed 260 
Sample (Stage 2) Fathers interviewed 135 
Sample (Stage 2) Personality Questionnaires completed 120 
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4.6. MULTI-ITEM MEASURES 
Several NFS items were combined to form a number of multi-item variables.  Some measured 
nonresident fathers’ engagement with children, the quality of family relationships and their 
experiences of nonresident fathering.  They also referred to fathers’ parental authority, their 
satisfaction with that authority and parents’ attitudes towards contact and child support.   
 
Factor extraction methods using scree plot analyses and eigenvalues were employed to determine 
the number of factors extracted from the various measures.  Unless otherwise stated, a Varimax 
rotation method was used in the factor analyses reported below.  Only factors with eigenvalues of 
more than one were included.  The accepted minimum loading of any one item onto the factors 
was 0.5.  Although some multi-item variables had a low reliability and displayed multiple 
factorial solutions, which suggested an underlying inconsistency, their creation was in accord with 
common sense and served as a valuable research strategy.  
 
4.6.1 ENGAGEMENT WITH CHILDREN 
As explained in Section 1.2, the term nonresident fathers’ ‘engagement’ is used in a wide sense to 
include frequency and level of contact and level of involvement with children.  In the study, a 
single-item measure of contact frequency was used, but multi-item measures were created to 
gauge levels of contact and involvement.  
 
4.6.1.1. Frequency of contact 
The one item measuring contact frequency asked how often fathers had seen children within the 
previous twelve months.  Responses, ranged from one to six, denoting ‘more than once a week’, 
‘about once a week’, ‘one to three times a month’, ‘several times’, ‘once’, and ‘not at all’.  Those 
who had not seen children at all in the previous year were asked to indicate when they had last 
seen them. 
 
4.6.1.2. Level of contact 
The level of contact measure included not only contact frequency, but also the type and duration 
of contact, aspects which Smyth (2002) considered important but often neglected in determining 
the amount of nonresident fathers’ contact.  The measure consisted of five items, two of which 
referred to the frequency of both face-to-face and also telephone or mail contact within the 
previous twelve months.  Responses to both items ranged from ‘more than once a week’ to ‘not at 
all’ as described in Section 4.6.1.1.  The other three items measured the amount of overnight, day-
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only and holiday contact, which fathers had had throughout the previous year.  Items referring to 
overnight and day only contact had five possible responses which were ‘zero’, ‘one to twelve’, 
‘thirteen to twenty-six’, ‘twenty-seven to fifty-two’ and ‘more than fifty-two’.  The item referring 
to holiday contact had four responses which were ‘none’, ‘one’, ‘two to four’ and ‘five or more’ 
weeks.  
 
Scores on the level of contact measure were calculated by adding weighted scores on the 
individual items.  An expert panel, consisting of ten professionals working as post-separation 
family and child counsellors, assessed frequency of face-to-face contact as being more significant 
than frequency of telephone or mail contact.  They also assessed overnight contact as more 
significant than day-only contact because, as Lamb and Kelly (2001) recognised, it offers 
opportunities for interactions with children which day-only contact does not provide.  A factor 
analysis of level of contact with all items unweighted confirmed the panel’s assessment.  As a 
result, the following formula considered to approximate the importance, that both the qualitative 
and quantitative assessments gave to individual items, was adopted:  
x(level of contact)=2a(face-to-face)+b(telephone)+2c(overnight)+d(day only)+2e(holiday).  
 
With the adoption of this formula, the possible score range on the measure of level of contact was 
between eight, indicating no contact at all, and forty-one, indicating a very high level of contact.  
A reliability analysis of the measure yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .75, which is acceptable for 
research purposes.   
 
4.6.1.3. Level of involvement 
Nonresident fathers’ involvement with children has sometimes been conceptualised to refer to 
frequency of participation in various specific child-centred activities. (Ahron & Miller, 1993; 
Bruce & Fox, 1999).  In this study, the measure of involvement consisted of four items.  These 
were frequency of both face-to-face and telephone or mail contact, both of which have been used 
as measures of involvement in previous research (Erera et al., 1999; Ihinger-Tallman et al., 1993), 
input into major decisions concerning children, and involvement with children’s schools.  
Responses to the last two items consisted of a five option Likert-type scale ranging from ‘none’ 
through ‘a little’, ‘some’, ‘considerable’ to ‘a lot’. 
 
Input into decisions concerning children is akin to the sense of control over children’s upbringing, 
which Braver et al. (1993) found to be a strong predictor of contact and child support payments.  
It was  considered a useful indicator of nonresident fathers’ involvement,  despite depending not  
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only on their preparedness to undertake such responsibility, but also on mothers’ willingness to 
allow them to do so.  Involvement with children’s schools was considered another sound indicator 
of nonresident fathers’ involvement, because children’s lives are centred on their schooling.  
School involvement, although less dependent than shared decision making on mothers’ goodwill, 
has been found to be closely associated with the quality of the interparental relationship (Baker & 
McMurray, 1998).  It also relies, to a large extent, on schools being willing to recognise 
nonresident fathers’ role in children’s lives. Despite the financial support of children being a 
common indicator of nonresident fathers’ involvement (Braver et al., 1993), it was not included in 
this measure because many Australian nonresident fathers have little, if any, discretion or choice 
over paying child support under the current national child support system. 
 
The level of nonresident fathers’ involvement with children was measured by adding scores on 
each of the four items.  Possible scores ranged from four, indicating no involvement at all, to 
twenty-two, signalling a very high level of involvement.  A reliability analysis of the measure 
resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .73, acceptable for research purposes.  
 
4.6.2. FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS 
The quality of family relationships, which is commonly problematic following separation, is a 
highly important aspect of separated families.  Research has shown the quality of the interparental 
relationship (King & Heard, 1999; Rettig et al., 1999) and of the father-child relationship (Gibson, 
1991; Stone & McKenry, 1998) to be sound predictors of nonresident fathers’ involvement with 
children. The three multi-item variables describing family relationships, which were included in 
the study, measured interparental hostility and conflict and the closeness of the father-child 
relationship. 
 
4.6.2.1. Interparental hostility and conflict  
Interparental dynamics are an important aspect of separated families. As mentioned in Section 
4.3.1.1, fourteen items of the NFS referred to the interparental relationship.  These are listed in 
Table 2.  Responses to all but the last item consisted of a Likert-type scale from one to five, 
equivalent to ‘none/not at all’, ‘a little/not very’, ‘some/somewhat’, ‘considerable/very’ and ‘a 
lot/extremely’.  Responses to the last item ranged from one to three, equivalent to ‘not true’, 
‘somewhat true’ and ‘very true’.  Each item was scored in such a way that the higher the score, 
the more hostile the interparental relationship.  The overall measure of interparental hostility was 
calculated by adding scores on each of the fourteen items.  Possible scores ranged from fourteen, 
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signalling no hostility, to sixty-eight, indicating extreme levels of interparental hostility.  A 
reliability analysis of the measure resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .95.   
 
Interparental conflict was calculated by adding scores on six items taken from the interparental 
hostility measure.  The six items, marked with an asterisk in Table 2, focused on negative 
behaviour between the parents.  Three of them referred to the level of conflict overall and to 
conflict over contact and child support.  The remaining three items referred to fathers’ perceptions 
of mothers’ hostility, criticism, and interference with contact.  The possible score range was from 
six to thirty.  As with the measure of interparental hostility, high scores on this measure were 
indicative of high conflict.  A reliability analysis indicated a Cronbach’s alpha of .89.  A Principal 
Component Analysis of the both the interparental hostility and conflict measures indicated that 
each consisted of a single factor.  Table 2 details the individual items with their loadings onto both 
measures, their eigenvalues and percentages of variance, which they explained.  
 
Table 2 Measures of interparental hostility and conflict 
 
Items 
Principal compone
analysis extraction  
Hostility     Conflict
How much conflict is there now between the two of you?* 0.72 0.87 
How hostile is the child’s mother towards you?* 0.69 0.86 
How much does the mother interfere with your contact?* 0.70 0.85 
How much does the mother encourage the child to have contact with you? 0.74  
How much conflict is there between you and her over your contact with the child?* 0.71 0.89 
How often do you talk about your child with the mother? 0.59  
How supportive is she of your contact with the child? 0.80  
How worried are you that the mother criticises you to your child?* 0.56 0.76 
How well do you get on with your child’s mother? 0.69  
How much conflict is there between you and the mother over child support?* 0.79 0.58 
How reasonable is the mother about child support? 0.58  
How highly does the child’s mother rate you as a nonresident father? 0.70  
How much does the mother support you in your role of nonresident father? 0.74  
I believe that the child’s mother wants to squeeze me out of my child’s life. 0.69  
   
eigenvalue 8.67 3.93 
% of variance  61.9 65.5 
* Included in measure of interparental conflict 
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4.6.2.2. Relationship with children  
As explained in Section 4.3.1.1, three items in the NFS focused on fathers’ relationship with 
children.  These measured their enjoyment of contact, closeness to children, and satisfaction with 
the father-child relationship.  With five possible responses from ‘not at all’ to ‘extremely’, scores 
on this measure were calculated by adding scores on each item, giving a possible score range 
between three and fifteen.  High scores denoted a close relationship.  The reliability analysis 
resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .80, considered acceptable for research purposes. 
 
4.6.3. FATHERS’ EXPERIENCES  
The four variables relating to fathers’ experiences of nonresident parenting measured fatherhood 
salience, role adjustment, role satisfaction and role strain.  Fatherhood salience, which measures 
the significance that being a father carries for men, has been found to be associated with 
nonresident fathers’ contact (Bruce & Fox, 2000; Erera et al., 1999).  Role adjustment reflects 
fathers’ capacity to adapt to their changed familial and parental situation and is a strong 
contributor to their wellbeing.  It affects their experience of nonresident fathering, and has also 
been found to be linked with their engagement with children (Rettig et al., 1999; Stone & 
McKenry, 1998).  Role satisfaction, which is an indicator of nonresident fathers’ acceptance of 
their different parental role after separation and of their post-separation functioning (Rettig et al., 
1999), can also have bearing on their engagement with children.  Role strain, which measures the 
stress associated with nonresident fathers’ parenting after separation, has been strongly linked 
with their psychological health, with its implications for their continued engagement with children 
(Umberson & Williams, 1993). 
 
4.6.3.1. Fatherhood salience  
As referred to in Section 4.3.1.1, this measure consisted of twelve items, nine from Bruce and Fox 
(1999) and three referring to nonresident fathering.  Responses ranged from one, ‘not true’, 
through two, ‘somewhat true’ to three, ‘very true’.  Scores on this measure were calculated by 
adding scores on each item, providing a range of twelve to thirty-six, with items scored in such a 
way that high scores denoted a strong fatherhood salience.  The reliability analysis resulted in a 
relatively low Cronbach’s alpha of .65, but the measure was retained because it accorded with 
common sense. 
 
The factor analysis found that the measure consisted of four factors, which accounted for 55.1% 
of the variance.  The first factor referred to enjoyment of fatherhood; the second referred to fear of 
becoming irrelevant to children, the third to loss of freedom on becoming fathers, and the fourth 
 109
to being uncomfortable around children.  Table 3 contains details of the individual items, their 
factor loadings, eigenvalues and percentage of variance explained by each factor.  Two items, 
measuring respondents’ desire to be known as fathers and their hope that children would want to 
reside with them in the future, did not load onto any factor.  The item referring to their enjoyment 
at volunteering for children’s activities loaded onto two factors. 
 
Table 3 Measure of fatherhood salience  
Items                Factor loading 
Fct 1      Fct 2   Fct 3      Fct 4 
I like being known as a father 0.41*    
Being a father has changed me a lot 0.56    
I want people to know I have a child 0.56    
Before I spend money on myself, I ask myself if my child 
 needs something more 
0.73    
I prefer the company of adults to spending time with my child    0.56 
I enjoy volunteering in my child’s activities, like sports or scouts 0.55   0.51 
I don’t feel comfortable with a lot of children running around    0.87 
I miss the freedom that I enjoyed before I had a child   0.71  
I am happier to work overtime than to spend time with my child   0.81  
I worry that another man will replace me as a father to my child  0.89   
I find it hard to accept that another man may be more of a father to
 my child than I can be 
 0.87   
I hope that my child will want to live with me in years to come 0.42*    
     
eigenvalue 2.62 1.74 1.20 1.05 
% of variance 21.83 14.51 10.00 8.75 
     *Not significant 
 
4.6.3.2. Nonresident-father role adjustment  
This measure, as outlined in Section 4.3.1.1, consisted of seven items.  Each item provided a 
Likert-type response ranging from one, ‘not at all’, to five, ‘extremely’.  Overall scores on this 
measure were calculated by adding scores on individual items.  All items were scored in such a 
way that the higher the score, the better the adjustment to the new parental role.  Although the 
reliability analysis resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of only .63, the measure was included because 
of its common sense value.  The factor analysis found the measure consisted of two factors, which 
accounted for 53.3% of the variance.  The items, their factor loadings, the eigenvalues and 
percentage of the variance explained by each factor are contained in Table 4.  
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Table 4  Measure of nonresident-father role adjustment 
Items Factor loading  
Fct 1          Fct 2 
How interesting do you find your role as nonresident father? 0.82  
How appreciated do you feel as a nonresident father? 0.86  
How overwhelmed are you by the demands of nonresident fathering?  0.73 
How lonely are you in your role of nonresident father?  0.62 
How difficult do you find your role of nonresident father?  0.75 
How well do you fill the role of nonresident father? 0.53  
To what extent does the lack of money affect your role of nonresident father?  0.60 
   
eigenvalue 2.25 1.48 
% of variance 32.2 21.1 
 
4.6.3.3. Nonresident-father role satisfaction 
This measure consisted of thirteen items, all of which formed part of other multi-item measures.  
These were intended to gauge the degree of fathers’ satisfaction with their post-separation 
parental role.  They referred to fathers’ satisfaction with contact, the opportunity to exercise some 
parental authority, the level of that authority and their overall experience of nonresident fathering.  
With a choice of five responses to each item, ranging from one, ‘not at all/none’, to five, 
‘extremely/a lot’, items were scored in such a way that high scores were indicative of high 
satisfaction.  Scores on this measure were calculated by adding scores on each item, providing a 
score range from thirteen to sixty-five.  The measure had a Cronbach’s alpha of .82.   
 
From the factor analysis, four factors were found to contribute to the measure and to account for 
66.2% of the variance.  The factors centred on satisfaction with parental authority, relationship 
with children, and both positive and negative experiences of nonresident fathering.  Table 5 
contains details of the items, factor loadings, eigenvalues and percentage of variance explained by 
each factor. 
 
4.6.3.4. Nonresident-father role strain  
In contrast to role satisfaction, a measure was created to gauge fathers’ stress or strain in fulfilling 
their nonresident parental role.  This measure consisted of nine items, five of which were taken 
from the measure of role satisfaction, as marked with an asterisk in Table 5.  The remaining four 
items measured respondents’ satisfaction with their input into the residence decision and into 
decisions concerning the children, with the children’s current living arrangement as well as their  
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level of resentment about the amount of child support they pay.  Responses to each item ranged 
from one, ‘not at all/none’, to five, ‘extremely/a lot’.  Items were scored in such a way that low 
scores indicated high levels of strain.  Scores on this measure were calculated by adding those on 
each item.  The reliability analysis resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .79. 
 
 Table 5  Measure of nonresident-father role satisfaction  
Items Factor loading 
Fct 1    Fct2    Fct 3    Fct 4 
How happy were you with the input you had into the decision  
regarding contact?* 
0.69    
How much have you enjoyed contact with your child?  0.75   
How happy are you with your relationship with your child?  0.83   
How happy are you about that amount of choice (over contact details)? 0.76    
How happy are you with this level of influence (in making decisions 
concerning the child)? 
0.80    
How much difference do you make to your child’s life?*  0.78   
How satisfied are you with that degree of control (deciding the amount 
of child support paid)?* 
0.72    
How interesting do you find your role of nonresident father?   0.87  
How appreciated do you feel as a nonresident father?   0.78  
How lonely are you in the role of nonresident father?*    0.83 
How difficult do you find your role of nonresident father?*    0.83 
How well do you fill the role of nonresident father?  0.74   
How happy are you with that level of involvement (with the child’s 
school)? 
0.59    
     
Eigenvalue 4.22 2.12 1.21 1.10 
% of variance  32.5 16.3 9.3 8.1 
* Included in measure of nonresident-father role strain 
 
 
Factor analysis of the role strain measure identified three factors accounting for 66% of the 
variance.  The factors were centred on stress from lack of input into parental decisions, from child 
support issues and from the experience of nonresident fathering.  Table 6 contains details of the 
individual items, factor loading, eigenvalues and percentage of variance explained by each factor. 
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Table 6 Measure of nonresident-father role strain 
Items Factor loading 
Fct1       Fct 2     Fct 3
How happy were you with the input you had into that decision  
 (concerning child’s residence)? 
0.84   
How happy are you with the current living arrangement? 0.83   
How happy were you with the input you had into that decision (concerning 
contact)? 
0.83   
How happy are you with this level of influence (in making decisions re 
 the child)? 
0.72   
How much difference do you make to your child’s life?  0.56  
How satisfied are you with that degree of control (deciding the amount of  
child support paid)? 
 0.72  
How resentful are you about having to pay this amount of child support?  0.82  
How lonely are you in your role of nonresident father?   0.83 
How difficult do you find your role on nonresident father?   0.83 
    
Eigenvalue 3.54 1.25 1.16 
% of variance  39.3 13.9 12.8 
 
4.6.4. NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ PARENTAL AUTHORITY  
Some research found that those nonresident fathers, who experience a sense of retaining some 
parental authority, were more likely to remain engaged with children (Braver et al., 1993; Braver 
& Griffin, 2000), and that loss of parental authority was a reliable predictor of ongoing 
interparental conflict (Bay & Braver, 1990).  Two measures were created to gauge nonresident 
fathers’ perception of their parental authority and their satisfaction with it. 
 
4.6.4.1. Level of parental authority  
The measure of nonresident fathers’ perception of their parental authority consisted of four items. 
These referred to their input into decisions concerning contact details, the amount of child support 
paid and major issues affecting children, and the difference they make to children’s lives.  
Responses to each item ranged from one to five, indicating ‘none’, ‘a little’, ‘some’, 
‘considerable’ and ‘a lot’.  Scores were calculated by adding scores on each of the four items.  
Possible scores ranged from four, indicating no authority, to twenty, signifying a high level of 
authority.  The reliability analysis resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .71. 
 
4.6.4.2. Satisfaction with parental authority  
Not only is nonresident fathers’ parental authority an important variable in the separated family, 
but so also is their satisfaction with it.  The measure of their satisfaction consisted of seven items, 
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providing responses ranging from one to five, indicating being ‘not at all’ through to being 
‘extremely’ happy or satisfied.  Satisfaction with parental authority was calculated by adding 
scores on each of the seven items.  Possible scores ranged from seven, signifying complete 
dissatisfaction, to thirty-five, indicating total satisfaction.  The reliability analysis resulted in a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .86.   
 
The factor analysis identified two factors accounting for 69.4% of the variance.  The first referred 
to satisfaction with input in parental decisions, including those regarding residence and contact, 
and the second with input into child support issues.  Details of the items, factor loadings, 
eigenvalues and percentage of variance explained by the factors are contained in Table 7.  
 
Table 7 Measure of satisfaction with parental authority  
Items Factor loading  
Fct 1      Fct 2 
How happy were you with the input you had into that decision (re residence)? 0.79  
How happy are you with the current living arrangement? 0.84  
How happy were you with the input you had into that decision (re contact)? 0.82  
How happy are you about that amount of choice (re details of contact)? 0.71  
How happy are you with this level of influence (in making decisions re child)? 0.67  
How satisfied are you with that degree of control (over child support amount)?  0.82 
How happy are you with your input into the way your child support payments are 
spent? 
 0.84 
   
eigenvalue  3.9 1.0 
% of Variance explained 55% 14.4% 
 
4.6.5. PARENTAL ATTITUDES 
Interparental hostility and conflict in the post-separation family are often fuelled by parents’ 
attitude to sharing the resources, which they control.  According to resource theory (Rettig et al., 
1999), because resident mothers can choose to make children available to nonresident fathers, 
their attitude towards contact can be very relevant.  Because nonresident fathers, for their part, can 
reduce child support payments by either falsifying their income or resigning from work, their 
attitude to child support can be vital for the interparental relationship.  
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4.6.5.1. Resident mothers’ attitude towards contact 
A three-item measure was created to gauge how nonresident fathers perceived resident mothers’ 
attitude to contact.  The three items, providing responses ranging from one, ‘not at all’ to five, 
‘extremely’, measured the extent to which respondents believed mothers interfered with, 
supported and encouraged contact.  Within a possible score range of three to fifteen, high scores 
indicated a perception of mothers’ positive attitude towards contact.  The measure resulted in a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .89.  
 
4.6.5.2. Nonresident fathers’ attitude towards child support  
This measure of nonresident fathers’ attitude towards child support consisted of four items.  One 
item referring to control over the amount of child support paid formed part of the measure of 
parental authority.  Two other items, referring to satisfaction with control over the amount of child 
support paid and over the way it was spent, contributed to the measure of satisfaction with 
parental authority.  The fourth item, which measured resentment at having to contribute the 
amount of child support paid, was part of the role strain measure.  The items which invited 
responses from one, ‘none/not at all’, to five, ‘a lot/extremely’, provided an overall score range 
from four to twenty.  Items were so scored that a high score indicated a positive attitude to child 
support.  The measure had a Cronbach’s alpha of .81. 
 
4.7. CONCLUSION 
This chapter has detailed the methods used and the measures created and employed in conducting 
the research.  The following three chapters report on the results of the study.  Chapter 5 
summarises the results of the quantitative data collected by the NFS at the first stage of the study, 
and those of the CPI personality measures administered at the second stage.  Chapter 6 records the 
spontaneous comments which respondents added to the NFS, and Chapter 7 the qualitative data 
from the interviews conducted at the second stage.  
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CHAPTER 5   
QUANTITATIVE DATA RESULTS 
 
5.1. INTRODUCTION  
This chapter reports on the NFS data collected at the first stage of this research and on results of 
the four CPI folk scales, which were administered in the second stage.  Section 5.2. compares 
demographic details of the sample families with those of respondents to the NFS.  Details of 
respondents’ pre-separation parental involvement and their separation experience follow in 
Section 5.3.  The following sections (Sections 5.4 to 5.8) report on post-separation family 
arrangements, relationships and experiences.  Section 5.9. contains scores on the various 
personality measures used in the study.  A report of the correlations between the independent 
measures and the three aspects of engagement with children follows in Section 5.10.  The chapter 
concludes with a review of the evidence in relation to the hypotheses driving this research 
(Section 5.11) and a brief conclusion (Section 5.12). 
 
The SPSS statistical programme was used for all statistical analyses of the study data.  When the 
data had been entered into the programme, frequency counts were run on all data to ensure 
recording accuracy.  Missing data were not treated by any substitution method.  Because the study 
data consisted of simple frequency counts and nominations, nonparametric measures were 
employed.  All correlations reported in this chapter are Spearman’s rho.  Throughout the study, a 
forward stepwise multiple hierarchical regression analysis was used.   
 
5.2 DEMOGRAPHIC DETAILS 
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Figure 1 Geographical distribution of respondents
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Two hundred and sixty fathers from all Australian states completed and returned the NFS forms 
mailed to them.  Figure 1 illustrates the number of respondents from each of the seven Family 
Court registries and the percentage of the total number.  
 
Table 8 compares the demographic details of sample families with those of the population.  To 
determine whether the sample and population families had the same distribution, Mann-Whitney 
U tests were applied to all demographic details.  They showed no significant differences between 
the two groups in any dimensions.  The comparison revealed a number of nonsignificant findings.  
Fathers in the sample had been in slightly longer relationships with children’s mothers than 
fathers in the population, and their children were more likely to be sons.  Also, they had more 
commonly applied to Courts, either as sole or joint applicants, and were more frequently involved 
in applications for orders regarding children.  More respondents were engaged in professional, 
managerial or clerical occupations, which is consistent with the high percentage (70%) that had 
completed some tertiary studies.  
 
Table 8 Demographical details of population and sample families 
 
 Population (N = 1400) Sample (N= 260) 
Age of father  40.23(SD 7.49) 41.34(SD 7.28) 
Length 
relationship 
7.83(SD 4.60) 9.64(SD 4.96) 
Age of child  9.30(SD 1.96)  8.98(SD 1.90) 
Gender of child M: 703(50.2%) 
F: 697(49.8%) 
M: 143(55%) 
F: 117(45%) 
Marital status  Married: 1320(94.3%)  
Defacto: 79(5.6%) 
Married 240(92.3%) 
Defacto: 18(6.9%) 
Fathers’ 
 occupation  
Professional                  118(09.3%) 
Managerial/Proprietary195 (15.3%) 
Clerical/Sales               123 (09.7%) 
Skilled                          224 (17.6%) 
Semi-skilled                187 (14.7%) 
Unskilled                     236 (18.6%) 
Unemployed                188 (14.8%) 
 
Professional                   38 (14.9%) 
Managerial/Proprietary  44 (16.9%) 
Clerical/Sales                 27 (10.4%) 
Skilled                           59 (22.7%) 
Semi-skilled                  26 (10.0%) 
Unskilled                       48 (18.5%) 
Unemployed                  18 (06.9%) 
Court applicant    Father: 341 (24.4%)  
  Mother: 742 (53%)  
  Joint: 316 (22.6%)  
  Unknown 1 (0.1%) 
   Father 63 (24.2%) 
   Mother: 121 (46.5%) 
   Joint: 73 (28.1%) 
   Unknown 3 (1.2%) 
Nature of  
application 
Divorce only                   902 (64.4%) 
Divorce & Consent Orders 86 (6.1%) 
Consent Order                  121 (8.6%) 
Children’s Orders           243 (17.4%) 
Property Orders                     42 (3%) 
 
Divorce only                   131 (50.4%) 
Divorce & Consent Orders 18 (6.9%) 
Consent Orders                 27 (10.4%) 
Children’s Orders             71 (27.4%) 
Property Orders                  10 (3.8%) 
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As mentioned in Section 4.2, approximately ten percent of those families contesting children’s or 
property matters would have required a judicial decision.  It can be confidently predicted that 
most would have settled the matter themselves, with or without the assistance of Court-ordered 
mediation.  
 
One hundred and ninety-seven respondents (75.8%) were in full-time employment, thirty-two 
(12.3%) worked casually or part time, eighteen (6.9%) were unemployed and nine (3.5%) were on 
sickness or disability pensions.  Respondents worked an average of slightly more than forty-four 
hours per week (SD 13.07), with a median of forty-two hours. 
 
Respondents were from a range of socio-economic backgrounds.  Details of their yearly income 
are contained in Figure 2, which shows an approximately normal income distribution.  Yearly 
income was positively associated with respondents’ level of education (Spearman’s ρ = .391, 
p<.001), their hours of work (ρ =.475, p<.001) and the amount of child support paid (ρ =.589, 
p<.001).  Twenty-three respondents (8.8%) reported paying no child support, eighteen (6.9%) less 
than $10 per week, forty-six (17.7%) between $11-$50, forty-two (16.2%) between $51-$80 per 
week and one hundred and twenty-eight (49.2%) over $80 per week. 
 
 
Two hundred and nine respondents (80.4%) were Australian born, twenty-three (8.8%) were born 
in the United Kingdom, seven (2.7%) in both Eastern Europe and New Zealand, six (2.3%) in 
Western Europe, with less than 1% of fathers born in each of the US, South America, Asia, 
Africa, the Middle East and the Pacific.  One hundred and sixty-three respondents (62.7%) resided 
within 50 kilometres of children, twenty-one (8.1%) between 51-100 kms, eleven (4.2%) between  
Figure 2 Respondents' yearly income
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100-200 kms, and fifty-four (20.8%) over 200 kms from children.  Of those living more than 50 
kms from children, 59% indicated that mothers had moved away, 32% had moved themselves, 
and in the remaining 9% of families, both parents had moved.  Forty percent of respondents had 
separated in 1998, approximately a third in 1997 and a quarter in 1996. 
 
5.3. PRE-SEPARATION FAMILY DATA  
One hundred and seventy-three respondents (66.5%) reported that children’s births were planned, 
and two hundred and forty-five (94.2%) were present at their birth.  Nineteen (7.3%) indicated 
that they also had at least one other child over the age of eighteen.  The vast majority (88%) 
claimed to have been very or extremely involved with children prior to separation, with the 
remainder indicating low levels of involvement.  Most respondents (85%) were either very or 
extremely happy with the extent of their involvement with children while living in the intact 
family.  Two hundred and three respondents (77.7%) reported that fathering in an intact family 
had meant a lot to them, forty-seven (18.1%) that it carried considerable meaning for them, and 
ten (3.9%) that it held only some or little significance for them. 
 
5.3.1. SEPARATION DETAILS 
One hundred and forty-four respondents (55.4%) believed that former partners had initiated the 
separation, sixty-three (24.2%) that they had, and fifty-three (20.4%) that it was a mutual 
decision.  These figures are similar to those reported in two earlier Australian studies by Jordan 
(1988, 1996), who found that mothers initiated separation in 65% and 58% of families 
respectively, fathers in 19% and 24% respectively, and the remaining 16% and 18% were mutual 
decisions.  From fathers’ experience of the separation as detailed in Table 9, slightly more than 
half felt that they had little or no control over the separation (52.3%), and were unhappy about the 
amount of their control over it (55.8%).  Although the majority (59.6%) reported feeling little or 
no bitterness about the separation, a sizeable number (25%) admitted to still feeling very bitter 
about it.  Slightly less than half the respondents (48.5%) indicated that high levels of interparental 
conflict marked the separation.  Conflict at separation was strongly associated with reports of 
current levels of interparental conflict (ρ = .393; p<0.001), but not with respondents bitterness 
about the separation.  Results showed that their bitterness was linked with their lack of input into 
the decision to separate (ρ =.278, p<.001) and with dissatisfaction with their input (ρ =.344, 
p<.001). 
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Table 9 Respondents’ experience of separation  
 Control over 
separation 
Satisfaction with  
amount of control 
Conflict a
separation 
Bitterness  
over separation 
None  96(36.9%) 104(40%) 16(6.2%) 83(31.9%) 
A little 40(15.4%) 41(15.8%) 48(18.5%) 72(27.7%) 
Some  59(22.7%) 52(20%) 70(26.9%) 40(15.4%) 
Considerable 41(15.8%) 43(16.5%) 53(20.4%) 26(10%) 
A lot 23(8.8%) 20(7.7%) 73(28.1%) 39(15%) 
 
Respondents most commonly cited family (70%), friends (61%) and new partners (43%) as 
sources of support in their adjustment to the separation and their new parental role.  A number 
(25%) reported being supported by workmates, and some nominated their counsellors (10.4%) as 
important supporters.  Only three fathers identified men’s groups as a source of support, and one 
reported being supported by an agency.  Twenty-eight fathers (10.8%) indicated that they had felt 
supported by nobody since separation. 
 
5.4. POST-SEPARATION ARRANGEMENTS  
Several items in the NFS referred to fathers’ post-separation family arrangements and functioning.  
They included parents’ current relationships, fathers’ attitude towards children’s living 
arrangements, their contact and involvement with children, and their parental authority. 
 
5.4.1. PARENTS’ CURRENT RELATIONSHIPS  
One hundred and nine respondents (41.9%) indicated that they were currently living with a wife 
or partner, well below the 72%, which Jordan (1996) found in his follow-up Australian study 
undertaken twelve years after separation.  Sixty-six of those who had repartnered (61%) reported 
also living with biological and/or stepchildren.  Respondents reported an almost identical number 
of mothers who had repartnered (42.7%), with the same percentage (61%) co-residing with 
biological and/or stepchildren. 
 
5.4.2. POST-SEPARATION FAMILY ARRANGEMENTS AND FATHERS’ ATTITUDE 
TO THEM 
One hundred and twenty-five respondents (48.1%) indicated that former partners had decided on 
the children’s residence compared to the one hundred and twelve (43.1%) who saw it as a mutual 
decision.  Seventeen (6.5%) reported that the children’s residence resulted from a judicial 
decision, three (1.2%) that it resulted from their decision, and two (0.8%) from a decision by the 
children themselves.  Respondents were generally dissatisfied with their input into the residence 
 120
decision, with 36.5% not being at all happy and 15% not very happy.  Less than a third of them 
were satisfied with their input into deciding children’s residence, with 18.8% being very happy 
and 12.3% being extremely happy about it. 
 
Slightly less than half the fathers (43.8%) indicated that, at the time of separation, they had 
wanted children to reside with mothers but, at the time of completing the NFS, the number had 
fallen to 32.3%.  Over the same period, the number who had wanted shared residence increased 
marginally from 42.3% to 43.5%, but the number of respondents who had wanted children to 
reside with them rose from 11.5% to 22.3%.  Nevertheless, fathers’ preferred residence 
arrangement at separation was strongly associated their preference at the time of the study (ρ = 
.623, p<.001). 
 
Results showed that decisions regarding contact arrangements had been made by both parents in 
51.5% of families, by mothers in 30.8%, by fathers in 3.5%, and by judges in 13.8% of them.  
Nevertheless, 42% of respondents were highly dissatisfied with their input into contact decisions 
compared to 37.7%, who were highly satisfied with it.  The remaining 19.2% reported some level 
of satisfaction.  These figures suggest that not all fathers, who claimed to have originally shared in 
decisions concerning contact, were happy with the amount of their input, perhaps because it had 
diminished over time. 
 
Of the 43.5% of respondents who reported having a Court Order for their post-separation family 
arrangement, the majority (62.8%) had Consent Orders, some of which would have been obtained 
after one or other parent had initially applied for a judicial decision.  The remainder, who had 
needed a judicial decision, constituted 16.2% of all respondents, but a high 60% of those who had 
in fact initially applied for a judicial decision regarding their children.  Approximately a quarter of 
respondents (25.8%) indicated that they had been to court because of difficulties with contact, 
with over a third of them (39%) having been more than twice.   
 
The frequency with which respondents had been to court over contact issues was positively 
associated their scores on the Impulsivity measure (ρ = .139, p<.05), with fatherhood salience (ρ 
= .170, p<.01), role strain (ρ = .380, p<.001), interparental hostility (ρ = .444, p<.001) and 
conflict (ρ = .436, p<.001), and mothers’ attitude to contact (ρ = .400, p<.001).  It was negatively 
associated with role satisfaction (ρ = -.302, p<.001), parental authority (ρ = -.322, p<.001), 
satisfaction with parental authority (ρ = -.426, p<.001) and fathers’ attitude to child support (ρ = -
.180, p<.05).  Most of those who had dealings with the Court (57%) expressed dissatisfaction with 
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the way it had dealt with their matter, compared to 29.3%, who were highly satisfied with the 
Court’s treatment of their case. 
 
Respondents were divided in their satisfaction with the amount of time spent with children.  
Compared to the 38.8% who were highly dissatisfied, 36.9% reported being quite happy with their 
time with children.  The remaining 23.8% indicated being somewhat satisfied with it.  Satisfaction 
with time spent with children was found to be strongly correlated with respondents’ happiness 
with the level of their input into contact decisions (ρ = .545, p<.001).  Most fathers (56.5%) 
wanted more time with children, but this proportion was less than the 72% of litigating fathers 
whom Gibson (1992) had found to have wanted more time.  Approximately a quarter of them 
(23.8%) were happy to maintain their current levels of contact, and 19.2% thought that any 
change in contact was best left to children, without indicating in any way whether they expected 
this to result in more or less contact.  No one wanted a reduction in contact, although one 
respondent wanted to stop it altogether. 
 
Since separation, the amount of contact had remained much the same in almost half the families 
(48.8%), but it had decreased in 26.2% and had stopped altogether in 5.8% of them.  Contact had 
increased in the remaining 18.1% of families.  This result reflected more consistent contact 
patterns than those reported by resident parents in the Australian study by Hirst and Smiley (1984) 
who, over a median period of three to four years after separation, had indicated that contact had 
remained stable in only 25% of families, had increased in 11.3% and decreased in 63.7%. 
 
5.4.3. FREQUENCY OF FACE-TO-FACE CONTACT  
Table 10 shows details of the frequency with which respondents saw children during the year 
prior to the study.  Within a score range from one to six, with a high score indicating frequent 
contact, their mean score was 4.38 (SD 1.49).   
 Table 10 Contact frequency over previous year 
   
Frequency of contact Number of fathers 
Not at all 17 (6.5%) 
Once a year 12 (4.6%) 
Several times 35 (13.5%) 
One to three times a month 67 (25.8%) 
About once a week 47 (18.1%) 
More than once a week 81 (31.2%) 
 
As outlined in Table 11 included in Section 5.4.6., contact frequency was found to be positively 
associated with respondents’ income and with the length of the parental relationship.  It was also 
 122
associated with nonresident fathers’ input into the residence decision, and their satisfaction with 
the residence arrangement.  Contact frequency was further correlated with fathers’ satisfaction 
with both the time spent with children and with their input into the child support decision.  It was 
negatively correlated with the extent of interparental conflict at separation.  Results also showed 
that the less frequently respondents exercised contact, the more they had to go to court over it, and 
the greater their fear that another man would be more of a father to their children.  
 
Results showed that contact frequency was not significantly associated with fathers’ or children’s 
ages, children’s gender, fathers’ level of education and the legal status of the parents’ 
relationships.  Frequency of contact was not significantly associated with fathers’ level of pre-
separation parental involvement or with their preferred residence arrangement.  Nor was it 
correlated with their sense of control over contact details or the amount of child support paid. 
 
Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to discern the relationship between frequency of contact 
and parents’ current living arrangements.  The results showed that those who had not repartnered 
had significantly more frequent contact than those who had (Z = 3.37, p<.01).  Respondents 
residing with natural or stepchildren did not have significantly less contact than those not living 
with children.  Those in families where resident mothers had not repartnered also reported more 
frequent contact (Z = 2.71, p<.01).  Resident mothers living with natural or stepchildren did not 
significantly affect contact frequency.  The only significant impact, which court orders were 
found to have on contact frequency, was that those without any court orders had more frequent 
contact than those whose orders were the result of a judicial decision (Z = 2.72, p<.01). 
 
The regression analysis, which included the nine single-item and eleven multi-item independent 
measures significantly associated with contact frequency, all inserted in one block, found that the 
last predictive model of the dependent variable, accounting for 52.3% of the variance (F (4,79) = 
21.63, p<.001), consisted of four measures (Appendix 8).  These were mothers’ attitude to contact 
(β = -46, p<.001), distance between fathers and children (β = -.33, p<.01), role strain (β = -.49, 
p<.01), and role satisfaction (β = .43, p<.05). 
 
5.4.4. FREQUENCY OF TELEPHONE AND MAIL CONTACT  
The majority of respondents (62.3%) reported telephoning or sending letters to children at least 
weekly, and more than three-quarters (78.3%) at least monthly.  Only 7.3% of respondents 
reported no telephone or letter contact in the previous year.  Respondents’ mean score on the 
frequency of telephone contact within a range of one, indicating ‘none at all’, to six, reflecting 
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‘more than weekly’, was 4.59 (SD 1.47).  Frequency of this type of contact was positively 
associated with frequency of face-to-face contact (ρ = .263, p<.001), as well as with the amount of 
overnight (ρ = .164, p<.01), day-only (ρ = .279, p<.001) and block holiday contact (ρ = .227, 
p<.001).   
 
5.4.5. LEVEL OF CONTACT WITH CHILDREN 
This five-item measure included the frequency of nonresident fathers’ face-to-face and telephone 
contact, and the amount of their overnight, day-only and block holiday contact with children.  The 
items were loaded according to the formula defined in Section 4.6.1.2.  Within a score range of 
eight to forty-three, where high scores denote a greater level of contact, fathers’ mean score was 
28.66 (SD 8.0).  Of the thirty-one fathers (11.9%), who reported having had no overnight contact 
in the year prior to the study, seventeen had no contact at all, leaving only fourteen (5.8%) of 
those, who exercised contact, not having children stay overnight.  Almost two-thirds of 
respondents (64.3%) reported having children stay overnight at least once per fortnight, and 
40.8% more than once per week.  Thirty-one (11.9%) averaged between one night per month and 
one per fortnight, and 9.6% less than one night per month.   
 
Slightly less than a third of respondents (30.4%) reported having had no day-only contact at all, 
and another quarter of them (25.8%) had it on fewer than twelve occasions in the previous year.  
A small number of fathers (13.5%) averaged day-only contact more than fortnightly, and 18.1% 
had it at least weekly.  The strong correlation between overnight and day-only contact (ρ = .343, 
p<.001) suggests that many, whose children spend weekends with them, also have midweek 
contact, possibly for short periods after school or to share a meal. 
 
Almost a quarter of respondents (23.1%) reported having had no block holiday contact in the 
previous year, compared to 14.6% who had one week’s contact, 40.8% who had two to four 
weeks, and 20.8%, who had five weeks or more.  The significant association between block 
contact periods and day-only contact (ρ = .150, p<.05) further suggests that day-only contact 
generally complements rather than substitutes for holiday contact.  For some fathers with block 
contact, however, the geographical distance separating them from children may limit 
opportunities for day-only contact.  
 
Table 11 summarises correlations between level of contact and individual items on the NFS.  It 
shows level of contact to be positively associated with fathers’ income, their pre-separation 
parental involvement, and the importance of fatherhood for them at that time.  It illustrates that  
 124
 
respondents, who had wanted shared or sole residence of children at the time of separation and 
who were satisfied with the current residence arrangement, recorded higher levels of contact.  So, 
too, did those who had some input into decisions regarding children’s residence and the amount of 
their child support payments, and those who were satisfied with the time spent with children.  
Respondents’ level of contact was negatively associated with the distance separating fathers and 
children, the number of visits to court over contact issues, and fathers’ lack of input into decisions 
about contact. 
 
Results of Mann-Whitney U tests showed that repartnered fathers had a significantly lower level 
of contact than those who had not repartnered (Z = -2.66, p<.01), and that mothers’ repartnering 
or the presence of children in either household had no significant impact on level of contact.  As 
with frequency of contact, the only significant difference between fathers with and without court 
orders concerning contact was that fathers with no orders reported a higher level of contact than 
those who had required judicial decisions (Z = 1.99, p<.05). 
 
The study found no significant association between level of contact and children’s age or gender, 
and fathers’ age or level of education.  Level of contact was not significantly associated with the 
length of the parental relationship, the amount of conflict at the time of separation, the initiator of 
separation, or fathers’ bitterness about it.  Nor was there any significant association between level 
of contact and fathers’ fears of being replaced by stepfathers or of other men being more of a 
father to children.   
 
Regression analysis, which included eleven multi-item independent measures, showed that the 
strongest predictor of level of contact was a model consisting of five measures, which accounted 
for 50% of the variance (F(5,188)= 37.8, p<.001) (Appendix 9).  The measures were role satisfaction 
(β = .57, p<.001), satisfaction with parental authority (β = -.58, p<.001), parental authority (β = 
.26, p<.01), mothers’ negative attitude to contact (β = -.24, p<.01) and the father-child relationship 
(β = .17, p<.05).  
 
5.4.6. LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT WITH CHILDREN  
The four-item measure for level of involvement included frequency of both face-to-face and 
telephone contact, input into major decisions regarding children and involvement in children’s  
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schools.  Within a score range of four to twenty-two, where high scores indicated high 
involvement, the mean score was 13.6 (SD 4.0).  Frequencies of respondents’ face-to-face and 
telephone contact were detailed in Sections 5.3.3 and 5.3.4.  With regard to their input into 
major decisions concerning children, 35% of respondents claimed to have none, 20.4% a little, 
21.9% some, 16.9% considerable, and 5% a lot.  With scores ranging from one, indicating 
‘none’ to five, signifying ‘a lot’, the mean score on this measure was 2.0 (SD 1.26).  A similar 
result applied to respondents’ involvement in children’s schools, with 36.5% reporting none at 
all, 25.8% a little, 19.2% some, 13.1% considerable, and 4.2% a lot.  Within a range of one to 
five, with high scores denoting high involvement, the mean score was 2.2 (SD 1.2). 
 
Results of the Mann-Whitney U tests showed that repartnered fathers had significantly less 
involvement with children than those who had not repartnered (Z = -2.85, p<.01), as did those 
living with children compared to those who were not (Z =-2.78, p<.01).  Although respondents, 
whose former partners had repartnered, had less involvement (Z = -2.10, p<.05), there was no 
significant difference in involvement by fathers whose former partners were living with 
children.  Fathers without court orders had significantly more involvement than both those with 
consent orders regarding contact (Z = -2.30, p<.05) and those with orders made by judges (Z = 
3.10, p<.01).   
 
Table 11 shows nonresident fathers’ level of involvement to be positively associated with their 
income, pre-separation parental involvement, and the length of the parental relationship.  It was 
also significantly linked with their input into decision regarding residence and their satisfaction 
with both the current residence arrangement and time spent with children.  It was negatively 
associated with distance between fathers and children, the number of visits to court regarding 
contact, fathers’ input into decisions concerning contact, and their concern about others being 
more of a father to children.  As with level of contact, level of involvement was not associated 
with children’s age or gender, fathers’ age or level of education, the amount of interparental 
conflict at the time of separation, or the parent who initiated the separation. 
 
The regression analysis which included the fourteen single-item and ten multi-item independent 
measures, which were found to be associated with level of involvement, resulted in a final model 
consisting of three measures which accounted for 58% of the variance (F(3,78)= 35.9, p<.001) 
(Appendix 10).  The measures were role satisfaction (β = .91, p<.001), fatherhood salience (β = 
.33, p<.001), and role adjustment (β = -.34, p<.01). 
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Table 11 Single item measures associated with frequency and level of contact,  
and level of involvement (Spearman’s ρ ) 
 
 Frequency of  
contact 
Level of  
contact  
Level of 
involvement 
Fathers’ income .138*** .190** .180** 
Length of relationship .132*** ns .195** 
Level of pre-separation paternal involvement ns .260* .169** 
Pre-separation meaning of fatherhood ns .191** ns 
Conflict at separation -.192** ns ns 
Bitterness regarding separation ns ns -.142*** 
Distance from child -.577* -.437* -.427* 
Fathers’ input into residence decision .168** .165*** .228* 
Fathers’ preference for residence at separation ns .194** ns 
^+Fathers’ satisfaction with residence 
t
.300* .217** .327* 
^#Fathers’ input into decision regarding contact .ns -153*** .-216* 
No of court visits regarding contact -.235* -.187** -.271* 
Fathers’ happiness with time spent with children .399* .379* .466* 
Amount of child support paid ns ns .135*** 
Fathers’ input into amount of child support paid .196** .152*** .307* 
++Fathers’ concern of another as more of father -.133*** ns -.176** 
   *p<.001  **p<.01  ***p<.05 
 + Included in measure of satisfaction with parental authority  
 ++ Included in measure of fatherhood salience  
 ^ Included in measure of role strain 
 # Included in measure of role satisfaction  
 
5.4.7. OBSTACLES TO CONTACT 
Work commitments (65%) and former partners (52%) were the most commonly cited obstacles to 
contact.  Other obstacles nominated were geographical distance between the two homes (39%), 
the cost of contact (28%), new partners (13%), children themselves (8%) and illness (5%). 
 
5.5. POST-SEPARATION FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS AND EXPERIENCES  
Several items of the NFS focused on family relationships after separation.  From these, three 
multi-item measures were created to gauge levels of interparental hostility and conflict and 
fathers’ relationships with children.  The following sections contain responses to the single NFS 
items and the results of the multi-item measures. 
 
5.5.1. INTERPARENTAL HOSTILITY  
In response to the single item referring to their relationships with former partners, 20.4% of 
respondents reported not getting on at all well with them, 21.5% not very well, 31.5% reasonably  
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well, 18.1% very well, and 7.3% extremely well.  Calculated in such a way that a high score 
denoted hostile interparental relationships, the mean score, within a range of one to five, was 3.30 
(SD 1.20).  The multi-item measure of interparental hostility described in Section 4.6.2.1 
consisted of fourteen items.  Once again, as all items were scored in a negative direction, the 
higher the score on the variable, the more hostile the relationship.  Within a score range from 
fourteen to seventy, the mean score was 38.86 (SD 14.2). 
 
Interparental hostility was negatively associated with frequency of contact (ρ = -.455, p<.001), 
level of contact (ρ = -.468, p<.001) and level of involvement (ρ = -.580, p<.001).  It was also 
negatively associated with the single-item measures of fathers’ income (ρ = -.142, p<05), fathers’ 
input into deciding children’s residence (ρ = -.316, p<.001) and the amount of child support 
payments (ρ = -.372, p<.001), satisfaction with both the amount of time spent with children (ρ = -
.614, p<.001) and with the current resident arrangement (ρ = -.293, p<.001).  Multi-item measures 
with which interparental hostility was negatively correlated were role adjustment (ρ = -.432, 
p<.001), role satisfaction (ρ = -.796, p<.001), parental authority (ρ = -.752, p<.001), satisfaction 
with parental authority (ρ = -.795, p<.001), relationship with children (ρ = -.315, p<.001) and 
attitude to child support (ρ = -.513, p<.001).  Interparental hostility was positively associated with 
geographical distance between fathers and children (ρ = .266, p<.001), fathers’ bitterness about 
the separation (ρ =.179, p<.01), their fear of being replaced by other father-figures (ρ = .187, 
p<.01) and their hope that children will live with them in the future (ρ =.234, p<.001).  It was also 
positively correlated with role strain (ρ = .744, p<.001) and mothers’ attitude to contact (ρ =.910, 
p<.001). 
 
Results of Mann-Whitney U tests showed that interparental hostility was greater among never-
married than once-married parents (Z = -2.02, p<.05), in families where nonresident fathers had 
repartnered (Z = -3.57, p<.001) and between parents who had required a judicial decision 
regarding contact (Z = -6.43, p<.001).  There was no significant difference between interparental 
hostility and resident mothers’ repartnering. 
 
From the regression analysis, which included the ten single item and nine multi-item independent 
measures associated with interparental hostility, the final model consisted of five variables and 
accounted for 72% of the variance (F(5,185)=94.6, p<.001) (Appendix 11).  These were satisfaction  
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with parental authority (β= -.83, p<.001), role satisfaction (β= -.42, p<.001), role strain (β= .42, 
p<.001), input into the residence decision (β= .13, p<01) and level of involvement (β= -.14, 
p<.01). 
 
5.5.2. INTERPARENTAL CONFLICT 
This measure consisted of six items taken from the measure of interparental hostility, as identified 
in Section 4.6.2.1.  Within a range of six to thirty, with high scores denoting strong conflict, the 
mean score on this measure was 13.32 (SD 6.75).  Scores on individual items, which are detailed 
in Table 12, show a somewhat consistent pattern across the six items.  Results show that child 
support was the least contentious issue, which may partly stem from the current child support 
system, which allows the CSA to assess child support responsibilities and to collect payments.  
Results also show that slightly more respondents were concerned about mothers’ criticising them 
in front of children, than were concerned about them being hostile towards, or interfering with, 
contact.   
 
Table 12 Interparental conflict 
 Overall 
conflict 
Conflict  
over contact
Conflict over  
child support 
Mothers’ 
hostility 
Mothers’ 
interference  
Mothers’ 
criticism
None/not at all 54(20.8%) 90(34.6%) 103(39.6%) 63(24.2%) 77(29.6%) 61(23.5%)
A little/not very 92(35.4%) 61(23.5%) 67(25.8%) 73(28.1%) 70(26.9% 64(24.6%)
Some/somewhat 44(16.9%) 44(16.9%) 46(17.7%) 48(18.5%) 41(15.8%) 45(17.3%)
Considerable/very 25(9.6%) 24(9.2%) 13(5%) 23(8.8%) 22(8.5%) 30(11.5%)
A lot /extremely 44(16.9%) 40(15.4%) 25(9.6%) 53(20.4%) 49(18.8%) 56(21.5%)
 
Interparental conflict was negatively associated with frequency of contact (ρ = -.396, p<.001), 
level of contact (ρ = -.374, p<.001) and level of involvement (ρ = -.465, p<.001).  It was 
positively associated with the pre-separation importance of fatherhood to respondents (ρ = .138, 
p<.05), conflict at the time of separation (ρ = .408, p<.001), fathers’ bitterness about the 
separation (ρ = .193, p<.01), distance separating fathers from children (ρ = .223, p<.01), 
fatherhood salience (ρ = .173, p<.01), role strain (ρ = .663, p<.001), and mothers’ attitude to 
contact (ρ = .815, p<.001).  It was negatively associated with role adjustment (ρ = -.406, p<.001), 
role satisfaction (ρ = -.679, p<.001), parental authority (ρ = -.628, p<.001), satisfaction with 
parental authority (ρ = -.720, p<.001), relationship with children (ρ = -.213, p<.01) and fathers’ 
attitude to child support (ρ = -.432, p<.001).   
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Mann-Whitney U tests showed that interparental conflict was greater between never-married than 
once-married parents (Z = -2.37, p<.05), in families where nonresident fathers had repartnered (Z 
= -4.36, p<.001), and between parents who required a judicial decision regarding contact (Z = -
6.43, p<.001).  Repartnering by resident mothers was not significantly associated with 
interparental conflict. 
 
The regression analysis, which included the seven single-item and nine multi-item independent 
measures associated with interparental conflict, resulted in the best predictive model of five 
measures that accounted for 61.2% of the variance (F(5,199)= 62.82, p<.001) (Appendix 12).  The 
measures forming part of the model were satisfaction with parental authority (β =-.62, p<.001), 
role satisfaction (β = -.48, p<.001), conflict at separation (β = .19, p<.001), role strain (β = .42, 
p<.01) and fathers’ repartnering (β =-.11, p<.05).  
 
5.5.3. RELATIONSHIP WITH CHILDREN 
This measure consisted of three items referring to fathers’ closeness to children, their enjoyment 
of contact and happiness with their relationships with children.  Table 13 illustrates that a majority 
of respondents had a very positive view of their relationships with children and enjoyed contact 
with them.  Within a possible score range from three to fifteen, with high scores indicating close 
relationships, the mean score on this measure was 13.27 (SD 2.37). 
 
Table 13 Relationships with children 
 
 Closeness to child 
 
Enjoyment of contact  Happiness with father 
-child relationship 
Not at all 6(2.3%) 7(2.7%) 15(5.8%) 
Not very 7(2.7%) 0 10(3.8%) 
Somewhat 25 (9.6%) 10(3.8%) 24(9.2%) 
Very 62(23.8%) 35(13.5%) 79(30.4%) 
Extremely 157(60.4%) 207(79.6%) 130(50%) 
 
Relationship with children was not associated with children’s age or sex, or fathers’ age.  It was 
negatively associated with interparental hostility (ρ = -.315, p<.001) and conflict (ρ = -.213, 
p<.01), role strain (ρ = -.261, p<.001) and mothers’ negative attitude towards contact (ρ = -.351, 
p<.001).  It was positively correlated with role adjustment (ρ = .237, p<.001), fatherhood salience 
(ρ = .355, p<.001), parental authority (ρ = .419, p<.001), and satisfaction with parental authority 
(ρ = .176, p<.01).  It was also positively associated with frequency of contact (ρ = .326, p<.001), 
level of contact (ρ = .444, p<.001), which supported the finding of Koch and Lowery (1985), and 
level of involvement (ρ = .394, p<.001).  
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From the regression analysis, which included one single-item and ten multi-item independent 
measures associated with the father-child relationship, the last predictive model consisted of three 
measures and accounted for 37.5% of the variance (F(3, 190) = 38.0, p<.001) (Appendix 13).  The 
three items were level of contact (β = 4.05, p<.001), parental authority (β = .23, p<.01), and 
fatherhood salience (β = .17, p<.01).  
  
5.6. EXPERIENCE OF NONRESIDENT-FATHER ROLE 
Four multi-item measures explored various aspects of respondents’ experience of the nonresident-
father role.  These were role adjustment, fatherhood salience, role satisfaction and role strain.  The 
following section reports on these measures and their association with other significant variables 
included in the study.  
 
5.6.1. ROLE ADJUSTMENT 
The seven items included in this measure, listed in Section 4.6.3.1, were scored in such a way that 
the higher the score, the better the adjustment to nonresident parenting.  Within a possible score 
range of seven to thirty-five, respondents’ mean score was 21.45 (SD 4.94). 
 
Table 14 shows that respondents generally indicated that they found nonresident fathering 
somewhat challenging.  Although 66.9% described the role as interesting to various degrees, 47% 
felt overwhelmed by it, 71.1% found it difficult, and 80.3% described it as lonely.  Without 
identifying those who appreciated them, 55.4% felt appreciated in the role, and 65.7% rated 
themselves as performing the nonresident-father role very or extremely well.  This contrasted 
starkly with the 29.1% who thought that resident mothers rated them similarly.  There was, 
however, a positive association between the two ratings (ρ = .324, p<.001).  Finally, 58.8% of 
respondents believed that financial constraints impeded them in performing their nonresident 
parental role.  
 
 
Table 14 Nonresident-father role adjustment  
 
 Interesting Appreciated Over-
whelmed 
Lonely Difficult Self-rating Financial 
constraints 
Not at all 49(18.8%) 58(22.3%) 67(25.8%) 23(8.8%) 28(10.8%) 12(4.6%) 61(23.5%) 
Not very  28(10.8%) 51(19.6%) 61(23.5%) 25(9.6%) 44(16.9%) 11(4.2%) 39(15.0%) 
Somewhat 73(28.1%) 63(24.2%) 66(25.4%) 69(26.5%) 63(24.2%) 57(21.9%) 50(19.2%) 
Very  63(24.2%) 47(18.1%) 34(13.1%) 71(27.3%) 70(26.9%) 95(36.5%) 51(19.6%) 
Extremely 38(14.6%) 34(13.1%) 22(8.5%) 69(26.5%) 52(20%) 76(29.2%) 52(20.0%) 
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Role adjustment, the only variable to be associated with all four CPI folk scales, was positively 
correlated with Responsibility (ρ = .299, p<.01), Socialization (ρ = .306, p<.01), Self-control (ρ = 
.187, p<.05) and Good Impression (ρ = .268, p<.01).  It was also associated with Sensitivity (ρ = 
.244, p<.001).  Role adjustment was positively correlated with relationships with children (ρ = 
.237, p<.001), parental authority (ρ = .413, p<.001), satisfaction with parental authority (ρ = .378, 
p<.001) and fathers’ attitude to child support (ρ = .351, p<.001).  It was negatively associated 
with interparental hostility (ρ = -.432, p<.001) and conflict (ρ =.-.406, p<.001), and with mothers’ 
attitude to contact (ρ = -.385, p<.001).  Fathers’ adjustment was also significantly associated with 
frequency of contact (ρ = .331, p<.001), level of contact (ρ = .384, p<.001) and level of 
involvement (ρ = .341, p<.001). 
 
Regression analysis of the independent variables associated with role adjustment, which included 
the four CPI personality traits, one single-item and ten multi-item measures, showed that the last 
predictive model consisted of two measures and accounted for 36.8% of the variance (F(2,82)=23.9, 
p<.001) (Appendix 14).  The measures were satisfaction with parental authority (β=.51, p<.001), 
and Responsibility (β= .36, p<.001). 
 
5.6.2. FATHERHOOD SALIENCE 
The twelve items in this measure, as detailed in Section 4.6.3.2, had a possible score range of 
twelve, indicating low salience, to thirty-six, denoting high salience.  Respondents’ mean score 
was 31.02 (SD 2.97), indicating the importance of fatherhood to most of them.  Responses to 
individual items showed that 91.2% like being known as fathers, 88.8% prefer to spend time with 
children rather than work overtime, and 85% like volunteering in children’s activities.  They also 
showed that 84.6% are not annoyed by being asked if they are fathers, 78.1% think of children’s 
needs before spending money on themselves, and 76.2% prefer being with their children than with 
adults.  Other responses indicated that 73.8% do not miss the freedom they had before becoming 
fathers, 73.1% want children to live with them in the future, and 72.3% want to be known as 
fathers.  They also confirmed that 68.5% are comfortable having children around them, 68.1% 
have been changed by fatherhood, 61.2% fear that another will replace them as father to their 
children, and 58.5% find it difficult to accept another may be more of a father to their children. 
 
Fatherhood salience was positively associated with several single-item measures.  They were the 
level of fathers’ pre-separation involvement with children (ρ = .341, p<.001), their happiness with 
that involvement (ρ = .316, p<.001), the meaning that fatherhood had for them prior to separation 
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(ρ = .402, p<.001), the level of interparental conflict at separation (ρ = .185, p<.01) and their wish 
for shared or sole residence at the time of separation (ρ = .307, p<.001).  It was negatively 
associated with fathers’ level of education (ρ =-.142, p<.05) and their sense of control over the 
separation (ρ = -.170, p<.01).  With regard to the multi-item measures, fatherhood salience was 
positively associated with parental conflict (ρ = .173, p<01), the father-child relationship (ρ = 
.355, p<.001) and role strain (ρ =.259, p<.001), and negatively with satisfaction with parental 
authority (ρ = -.272, p<.001).  Although not significantly associated with frequency of contact, 
fatherhood salience was correlated with level of contact (ρ = .239, p<.001) and level of 
involvement (ρ = .171, p<.01). 
 
The regression analysis, which included one single-item and twelve multi-item independent 
variables, showed the strongest predictor of fatherhood salience to be a model consisting of four 
measures, which accounted for 32.4% of the variance (F(4,189) = 22.7, p<.001) (Appendix 15).  The 
four variables were satisfaction with parental authority (β = -.73, p<.001), parental authority (β = 
.41, p<.01), level of involvement (β = .19, p<.05) and the father-child relationship (β = .14, 
p<.05).  
 
5.6.3. ROLE SATISFACTION 
The thirteen items included in this measure, as listed in Section 4.6.3.3, were scored in such a way 
that high scores denoted high satisfaction.  Within a score range of thirteen to sixty-five, the mean 
score was 40.52 (SD 8.96). 
 
Role satisfaction was found to be positively associated with the single-item measures of control 
over the separation (ρ = .204, p<.01) and fathers’ preference for children to reside with mothers at 
the time of separation (ρ = .146, p<.05).  It was negatively associated with conflict at separation 
(ρ = -.241, p<.001), bitterness over the separation (ρ = -.214, p<.01) and geographical distance 
between fathers and children (ρ = -.397, p<.001). 
 
Role satisfaction, was also positively associated with frequency of contact (ρ = .487, p<.001), 
level of contact (ρ = .545, p<.001), level of involvement (ρ = .614, p<.001) and the father-child 
relationship (ρ = .449, p<.001).  It was negatively associated with interparental hostility (ρ = -
.796, p<.001) and conflict (ρ = -.679, p<.001), and mothers’ negative attitude to contact (ρ = -
.742, p<.001).  
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The regression analysis included five single-item and five multi-item independent measures.  It 
resulted in a final model which best predicted role satisfaction consisted of five measures, which 
accounted for 70% of the variance (F (5,188) = 88.03, p<.001) (Appendix 16).  They were 
interparental hostility (β = -.57, p<.001), level of involvement (β = .14, p<.07), distance from 
children (β = -.14, p<.01), bitterness over the separation (β = -.14, p<.01), and level of contact (β 
= .14, p<.05). 
 
5.6.4. ROLE STRAIN 
The nine items included in this measure, detailed in Section 4.6.3.4, were scored in such a way 
that low scores denoted high levels of strain.  Within a score range of nine to forty-five, the mean 
score was 23.52 (SD 7.51), with 29.1% reporting high and 18.9% low role strain.  
 
Role strain was found to be associated with a number of single-item measures.  It was positively 
associated with the pre-separation meaning of fatherhood (ρ = .177, p<.01), conflict at the time of 
separation (ρ = .366, p<.001), fathers’ bitterness about the separation (ρ = .277, p<.001), fathers’ 
preference for shared or sole residence at the time of separation (ρ = .282, p<.001) and their 
distance from children (ρ = .297, p<.001).  It was negatively associated with the length of the 
interparental relationship (ρ = -.177, p<.01) and control over the separation (ρ = -.314, p<.001). 
 
Role strain was found to be negatively associated with frequency of contact (ρ = -.395, p<.001), 
level of contact (ρ = -.370, p<.001) level of involvement (ρ = -.526, p<.001), and the father-child 
relationship (ρ = -.261, p<.001).  It was positively associated with interparental hostility (ρ = .744, 
p<.001) and conflict (ρ = .663, p<.001), mothers’ negative attitude to contact (ρ =.697, p<.001) 
and fatherhood salience (ρ = .259, p<.001).  It was also negatively associated with scores on three 
of the personality measures, Sensitivity (ρ = -.169, p<.01), Socialization (ρ = -.200, p<.05) and 
Good Impression (ρ = -.219, p<.05). 
 
In the regression analysis of seven single-item and seven multi-item independent variables 
associated with role strain, the final model best predicting it consisted of six measures and 
accounted for 64.6% of the variance (F(6,183) =55.6, p<.001) (Appendix 17).  These were 
interparental hostility (β = .50, p<.001) control over separation (β = -.15, p<.01), fatherhood 
salience (β =.17, p<.01), level of involvement (β = - 18, p<.01), bitterness over the separation (β = 
.12, p<.01) and conflict at separation (β = .12, p<.05).  
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5.7. PARENTAL AUTHORITY  
The two multi-item measures created were intended to gauge nonresident fathers’ perception of 
their parental authority within the family and to determine their satisfaction with that authority. 
 
5.7.1. LEVEL OF PARENTAL AUTHORITY  
Respondents’ scores on the four items in this measure, as listed in Section 4.6.4.1, are listed in 
Table 15.  They show that many believed themselves to have little authority within their separated 
family.  The belief that they make some difference to children’s lives, which 83.5% of 
respondents reported, could serve as a defence against their fear of being irrelevant to children.  It 
could, however, also genuinely reflect their conviction that they informally influence children by 
regular contact and interaction.  The majority also reported having little or no input into major 
parental decisions (55.4%) or into deciding the amount of child support they pay (65%).  This 
latter result undoubtedly reflects the Australian system, by which the CSA frequently assesses 
child support responsibilities according to a national formula based on percentages of income.  A 
smaller proportion of respondents (38.9%) perceived that they have little or no control over 
arrangements for contact with their children. 
 
Table 15  Respondents’ level of parental authority  
 
 Difference to 
child’s life 
Control over contact 
arrangement 
Input into 
major decisions 
Input into amount 
of child support  
None  16(6.2%) 51(19.6%) 91(35%) 148(56.9%) 
A little 22(8.5%) 50(19.2%) 53(20.4%) 21(8.1%) 
Some  41(15.8%) 72(27.7%) 57(21.9%) 30(11.5%) 
Considerable 80(30.8%) 58(22.3%) 44(16.9%) 30(11.5%) 
A lot 96(36.9%) 27(10.4%) 13(5%) 26(10%) 
 
Within a score range of four to twenty, where a higher score denotes more authority, the greater 
the authority, the mean score on the measure was 11.19 (SD 3.77).  Respondents’ belief that they 
make a difference to children’s lives was positively associated with their level of input into major 
decisions about children (ρ = .386, p<.001) and with the quality of the interparental relationship 
(ρ = .295, p<.001).  
 
Level of parental authority was significantly associated with frequency of contact (ρ = .445, 
p<.001), level of contact (ρ = .510, p<.001) and level of involvement (ρ = .697, p<.001).  It was 
positively associated with scores on the father-child relationship (ρ = .419, p<.001), role 
adjustment (ρ = .413, p<.001), fathers’ attitude to child support (ρ = 617, p<.001) and satisfaction 
with parental authority (ρ = .763, p<.001).  It was negatively associated with interparental 
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hostility (ρ = -.752, p<.001) and conflict (ρ = -.628, p<.001), and mothers’ attitude to contact (ρ = 
-.736, p<.001).  
 
The regression analysis included one single-item and eight multi-item independent variables.  It 
showed that the last model best predicting the level of parental authority consisted of six measures 
which accounted for 78.8% of the variance (F(6,193)= 119.9, p<.001) (Appendix 18).  The measures 
were satisfaction with parental authority (β = .41, p<.001), relationship with children (β = .17, 
p<.001), attitude to child support (β = .23, p<001), level of contact (β = .16, p<.001), interparental 
conflict (β = .53, p<.001), and interparental hostility (β = -65, p<.001). 
 
5.7.2. SATISFACTION WITH PARENTAL AUTHORITY  
The seven items included in this measure, as listed in Section 4.6.4.2, had a score range of seven 
to thirty-five, with a high score indicating high satisfaction.  The mean score on this variable was 
20.13 (SD 7.77), suggesting that respondents were moderately satisfied with their parental 
authority within the family. 
 
Scores on the individual items in this measure are shown in Table 16.  The results showed 
many respondents to be dissatisfied with their input into decision-making within the family. 
Most were unhappy with input into major decisions concerning children (60%), into decisions 
about children’s residence (51.5%), the amount of child support paid (57.3%) and the way it is 
spent (56.2%).  Many were dissatisfied with input into decisions concerning contact details 
(48%), the amount of contact (42%) and the children’s current residence arrangement (38.8%). 
 
Table 16 Respondents’ satisfaction with parental authority 
 
 Not at all A little  Some  Considerable  A lot  
Residence decision 95( 36.5%) 39(15.0%) 44(16.9%) 49(18.8%) 32(12.3%) 
Current residence  51(19.6%) 50(19.2%) 68(26.2%) 55(21.2%) 35(13.5%) 
Contact decision 68(26.2%) 41(15.8%) 50(19.2%) 61(23.5%) 37(14.2%) 
Contact details 82(31.5%) 43(16.5%) 37(14.2%) 60(23.1%) 36(13.8%) 
Major decisions 104(40.0%) 52(20.0%) 33(12.7%) 46(17.7%) 23(8.8%) 
CS amount  124(47.7%) 25(9.6%) 46(17.7%) 30(11.5%) 30(11.5%) 
CS spending  105(40.4%) 41(15.8%) 49(18.8%) 30(11.5%)  19(7.3%) 
 
Satisfaction with parental authority was positively associated with frequency of contact (ρ = .335, 
p<.001), level of contact (ρ = .314, p<.001) and level of involvement (ρ = .498, p<.001).  It was 
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also positively associated with the father-child relationship (ρ = .176, p<.01), role adjustment (ρ = 
.378, p<.001), and level of parental authority (ρ = .763, p<.001).  It was negatively associated 
with interparental hostility (ρ = -.773, p<.001) and conflict (ρ = -.694, p<.001), and fatherhood 
salience (ρ = -.272, p<.001). 
 
The regression analysis consisted of one single-item and nine multi-item independent measures.  
It showed the best predictive model of satisfaction with parental authority consisted of five 
measures and accounted for 78.6% of the variance (F(5,188) = 137.8, p<.001) (Appendix 19).  The 
five items were level of parental authority (β = .61, p<.001), fatherhood salience (β = -22, 
p<.001), interparental hostility (β = -38, p<.001), relationship with children (β = -09, p<.05) and 
level of contact (β = -.10, p<.05). 
 
5.8. PARENTAL ATTITUDES  
Two multi-item measures were created in an attempt to gather information about nonresident 
fathers’ perceptions of post-separation family dynamics.  These referred to mothers’ attitude to 
contact and their own attitude to paying child support.   
 
5.8.1. MOTHERS’ ATTITUDE TO CONTACT 
The three items in this measure gauged respondents’ perception of the extent to which resident 
mothers interfered with, encouraged or supported contact with children.  Scored in such a way 
that the higher the score, the more negative mothers’ attitude was perceived to be, the mean score 
was 8.35 (SD 3.81), within a score range of three to fifteen.  This rather positive evaluation of 
mothers’ attitude is consistent with the 62% of respondents indicating that they were at least 
somewhat happy with mothers’ attitude towards contact, and the 58.1% reporting little or no 
interparental conflict over contact.  Less than a quarter of respondents (24.6%) reported high or 
extreme levels of conflict over contact.  This could be in part due to the 40.4% of them, who 
admitted to rarely, if ever, talking to mothers about contact. 
 
Although 43.3% of respondents accused mothers of interfering with contact, only 40.4% 
considered they encourage it, and 42.3% that they support it.  At the opposite end of the scale, 
27.3% believed mothers greatly interfere with contact, 33.8% that they positively discourage it, 
and 28.8% that they do little to support it.  
 
Mothers’ negative attitude towards contact was negatively associated with frequency of contact (ρ 
= -.479, p<.001), level of contact (ρ = -.498, p<.001) and level of involvement (ρ = -.608, 
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p<.001).  It was also negatively associated with the measure of Socialization (ρ = -.202, p<.05), 
the father-child relationship (ρ = -.351, p<.001), role adjustment (ρ = -.385, p<.001), role 
satisfaction (ρ = -.742, p<.001), parental authority (ρ = -.736, p<.001) and satisfaction with that 
authority (ρ = -.726, p<.001).  It was positively associated with the single-item measures of 
respondents’ dissatisfaction with mothers’ attitude to contact (ρ = .878, p<.001) and interparental 
conflict over contact (ρ =.758, p<.001), as well as with the multi-item measure of role strain (ρ = 
.697, p<.001).   
 
The regression analysis, which consisted of one single-item and ten multi-item independent 
variables, showed that the final model best predicting respondents’ perception of mothers’ 
negative attitude towards contact consisted of three measures and accounted for 78.6% of the 
variance (F(3,88) = 107.8, p<.001) (Appendix 20).  The measures were conflict with mothers over 
contact (β = .52, p<.001), role satisfaction (β = -55, p<.001) and role adjustment (β = .17, p<.05).   
 
5.8.2. NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ ATTITUDE TO CHILD SUPPORT  
The vast majority of respondents (91.2%) reported paying some child support, with 49.8% 
paying over $80 and 66.1% over $50 per week.  In 63.8% of families, the amount of child 
support paid was assessed by the CSA, in 23.8% it was the result of a joint parental decision, 
and in 10.4% the result of one parent’s decision.  The CSA collected child support payments in 
37.7% of families, and 33.5% of respondents paid them directly to mothers.  Only 8.5% of 
respondents directed child support payments to meeting specific expenses for children, 
although another 11.5% directed some of their payments to meeting specific expenses and paid 
the remainder to either the CSA or to mothers. 
 
Table 17 details aspects of fathers’ attitude towards child support, which was scored in such a 
way that a high score indicated a positive attitude.  Within a range of four to twenty, 
respondents mean score was 9.88 (SD 4.55).  Although 65% considered they had little or no 
control over deciding on the amount of their child support responsibility, and 57.3% were 
dissatisfied with that control, only 44.9% admitted to resenting the amount they had to pay.  
The majority of respondents (56.2%) were dissatisfied with their input into how child support 
is spent on children.  Despite an overall tendency to be negative about aspects of child support, 
and a high number of respondents (40.8%) considering mothers to be very or totally 
unreasonable about the issue, only 14.6% reported child support as giving rise to high levels of  
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interparental conflict.  Results showed control over deciding the amount of their child support 
contributions to be negatively associated with resentment about having to pay that amount (ρ = 
-.428, p<.001). 
 
Respondents’ attitude towards child support was negatively associated with their income (ρ = -
.129, p<.05), the amount of child support paid (ρ = -.222, p<.01), and their bitterness about the 
separation (ρ = -.201, p<.01).  It was positively associated with frequency of contact (ρ = .171, 
p<.01), level of contact (ρ = .196, p<.01), level of involvement (ρ = .336, p<.001) and role 
adjustment (ρ = .351, p<.001).  It was negatively associated with the multi-item measures of 
interparental hostility (ρ = -.513, p<.001) and conflict (ρ = -.432, p<.001), and mothers’ attitude 
to contact (ρ = -.403, p<.001).  
 
Table 17 Fathers’ attitude to child support (cs) issues 
 
 Control over cs 
amount  
Satisfaction with 
level of control 
Resentment over cs 
amount 
Satisfaction with  
input into cs spent 
Not at all 148(56.9%) 124(47.7%) 93(35.8%) 105(40.4%) 
Not very 21(8.1%) 25(9.6%) 42(16.2%) 41(15.8%) 
Somewhat 30(11.5%) 46(17.7%) 43(16.5%) 49(18.8%) 
Very 30(11.5%) 30(11.5%) 23(8.8%) 30(11.5%) 
Extremely 26(10%) 30(11.5%) 51(19.6%) 19(7.3%) 
 
In the regression analysis, which consisted of four single-item and six multi-item independent 
variables, the final model, which best predicted respondents’ attitude to child support, consisted of 
seven measures which accounted for 45.2% of the variance (F(7,194)= 22.82, p<.001) (Appendix 
21).  The measures were interparental hostility (β = -1.46, p<.001), amount of child support paid 
(β = -.24, p<.001), interparental conflict (β= 62, p<.01), mothers’ attitude to contact (β = 51, 
p<.001), role adjustment (β = 20, p<.01), frequency of contact (β = -.27, p<.01) and level of 
involvement (β = .24, p<.05). 
 
5.9 PERSONALITY MEASURES 
This section outlines the results of the personality measures, which were administered at both 
stages of data collection.  At the first stage, selected items from Eysenck’s Personality 
Questionnaire were included in the NFS to measure Impulsivity, Sensitivity and Lie Scale.  At the 
second stage, participants completed four scales from the CPI, measuring Responsibility, 
Socialization, Self-control and Good Impression.   
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5.9.1. EYSENCK’S PERSONALITY AND LIE SCALE MEASURES 
All items required a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ response and were coded in such a way that a high score 
indicated a low rating on the scale.  Scores on the selected items from the Impulsivity scale 
discriminated little between respondents.  Within a score range of six to twelve, the mean score 
was 10.08 (SD 1.64), with most (66.8%) scoring above the mean on the scale.  A reliability 
analysis of scores on this scale resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .69, which is acceptable for 
research purposes.   
 
In a score range of seven to fourteen, the mean score on the Sensitivity scale was 10.87 (SD 2.07), 
with most (58.9%) again reporting a low score on the scale.  A reliability analysis of this scale 
resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .74, also acceptable to be included in the research. 
 
Responses to the Lie scale discriminated very little between respondents.  Within a range of four 
to eight, the mean score was 5.08 (SD 0.91).  Most respondents (70.6%) scored on the lower end 
of the scale.  The Cronbach’s alpha for the Lie Scale was .31, which is unsatisfactory for research 
purposes.  The poor reliability of this measure may result from the narrow range in respondents’ 
scores. 
 
Scores on the measures of Impulsivity, Sensitivity and the Lie Scale were found to be 
significantly associated with each other.  Impulsivity was positively associated with Sensitivity (ρ 
= .362, p<.001) and the Lie Scale (ρ = .248, p<.001), and Sensitivity was positively associated 
with the Lie Scale (ρ = .415, p<.001).  None of the three measures had a significant association 
with frequency of contact, level of contact or level of involvement.  Sensitivity, however, was 
negatively associated with role adjustment (ρ = -.244, p<.001) and positively with role strain (ρ 
=.169, p<.01). 
 
5.9.2. CPI FOLK SCALES  
Respondents’ mean raw score on the Responsibility scale was 48.08 (SD 8.83), which on the 
score sheet was equivalent to a standardised score of 23.5, only slightly below the norm of 24.3 
(SD 5.38).  Their mean score on the Socialization scale was 47.97 (SD 8.85), converting to a 
standardised score on 29.2, almost identical with the norm of 29.9 (SD 6.08).  The mean score for 
Self-control was 55.90 (SD 9.17), equivalent to a standardised score of 23.9 which was higher 
than the norm of 20.12 (SD 6.62).  For the Good Impression scale, the mean score was 55.24 (SD 
9.83), converting to a standardised score of 21.42, again higher than the norm of 18.16 (SD 6.65), 
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but well below 31, the critical level which Gough (1987) saw as indicative of ‘faking good’ in 
responses to the CPI. 
 
Responsibility was significantly associated with Eysenck’s two personality measures of 
Sensitivity (ρ = -.273, p<.01) and Impulsivity (ρ = -.316, p<.001).  Scores on the Responsibility 
scale were associated with role adjustment (ρ = .299, p<.01).  Scores on the Socialization scale 
were positively correlated with frequency of contact (ρ = .192, p<.05), level of contact (ρ = .199, 
p<.05) and role adjustment (ρ = .306, p< .01), and negatively with role strain (ρ = .-200, p<.05) 
and mothers’ attitude to contact (ρ = -.202, p<.05).  As Gough (1994) had reported, Socialization 
was found to be negatively associated with the measure of Sensitivity (ρ = -.341, p<.001) and 
Impulsivity (ρ = -.247, p<.01). 
 
Scores on the Self-control measure were, as expected, negatively associated with Sensitivity (ρ = -
.416, p<.001) and Impulsivity (ρ = -.476, p<.001), which was consistent with the association 
found between Self-control and Impulsivity measures from other personality inventories (Gough, 
1987).  Self-control was positively associated with role adjustment (ρ = .187, p<.05). Good 
Impression scores were negatively correlated with both Sensitivity (ρ = -.537, p<.001) and 
Impulsivity (ρ = -.455, p<.001) and with role strain (ρ = -.219, p<.05).  They were positively 
associated with the Lie scale (ρ = .370, p<.001) and role adjustment (ρ = .268, p<.01).  Scores on 
the four scales were all strongly associated with each other.  Table 18 shows the correlation 
matrix for the scales, with the bracketed correlations taken from the scores of a sample of one 
thousand males reported by Gough (1987). 
 
Table 18 Correlation Matrix for four personality measures from CPI 
 Responsibility Socialization Self-control Good Impression
Responsibility 1.000  
Socialization .51*(.67) 1.000  
Self-control .47*(.57) .46*(.55) 1.000  
Good Impression .48*(.51) .45*(.45) .82*(.83) 1.000 
*p<.001 
 
5.9.3. MEASURES ASSOCIATED WITH ENGAGEMENT WITH CHILDREN  
Table 19 summarises the significant associations, which the personality and multi-item 
measures were found to have with respondents’ engagement with children.  It shows 
Socialization to be the only personality measure to be correlated with any aspect of 
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engagement, and all the multi-item measures except for fatherhood salience to be significantly 
associated with both contact and involvement.   
 
Table 19. Measures correlated with engagement with children (Spearman’s ρ). 
 Frequency of  
contact 
Level of 
contact 
Level of  
involvement 
Interparental hostility  .-455* .-468* .-580* 
Interparental conflict  -.396* -.374* -.465* 
Relationship with child .326* .444* .394* 
Non-resident-father role  .331* .384* .341* 
Salience of fatherhood ns .239* .171** 
Nonresident-father role satisfaction .487* .545* .614* 
Nonresident-father role strain  -.395* -.370* -.526* 
Level of parental authority .445* .510* .697* 
Satisfaction with parental authority .335* .314* .498* 
Mothers’ negative attitude to contact -.479* -.498* -.608* 
Fathers’ attitude to child support .171** .196** .336* 
Impulsivity ns ns .ns 
Sensitivity ns ns ns 
Responsibility ns ns ns 
Socialization .192*** .199*** ns 
Self-control ns ns ns 
Good Impression ns ns ns 
    * p<.001 ** p<.01 *** p<.05 
 
5.10. SUMMARY 
The results reported in this chapter provide demographic and statistical data about a large sample 
of nonresident fathers and their families.  They indicate the extent of respondents’ engagement 
with children and identify personal and interpersonal factors associated with it.  They also show 
that the personality characteristics selected for this study have little or no direct impact on 
engagement with children.  The following summary outlines the extent to which these results 
support the hypotheses enunciated in Chapter 3. 
 
Hypothesis 1: That nonresident fathers’ scores on the four CPI folk scales of Responsibility, 
Socialization, Self-control and Good Impression will be positively associated with their contact 
and involvement with children. 
The study provided little support for this hypothesis. The only direct significant association, 
which the four CPI folk scales had with engagement with children. was between the Socialization 
scale and the frequency and level of contact.  
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Hypothesis 2 That nonresident fathers with high scores on Eysenck’s measures of Impulsivity and 
Sensitivity will report low levels of engagement with children. 
This hypothesis was not supported as the study failed to find any association between these two 
personality characteristics and engagement with children.  
 
Hypothesis 3 That nonresident fathers in the study will have significantly more contact with 
children than that reported in previous Australian studies. 
Results of the study, which controlled the length of time since parental separation and the age and 
number of children in the family, substantially supported this hypothesis.  They showed that more 
nonresident fathers than reported in most previous Australian studies maintained frequent contact 
with children several years after separation, and that fewer fathers disengaged from children. 
 
Hypothesis 4 That nonresident fathers’ telephone and mail contact with children will 
complement, rather than compensate for their lack of face-to-face contact. 
The study supported this hypothesis.  It found a strong association between frequency of fathers’ 
contact by telephone or mail and their face-to-face contact.  Telephone or mail contact was also 
found to be positively associated with the duration, frequency and type of face-to-face contact. 
 
Hypothesis 5 That nonresident fathers’ level of education and socioeconomic status will be 
positively associated with frequency and level of contact. 
The study provided only partial support for this hypothesis.  Despite the strong association 
between the two independent variables, the study showed that nonresident fathers’ income, but 
not their level of education, was significantly associated with frequency and level of contact. 
 
Hypothesis 6 That the distance separating nonresident fathers from children and the repartnering 
of either parent will have a negative influence on frequency and level of contact.  
The research substantially supported this hypothesis.  Results confirmed a strong negative 
correlation between the distance separating fathers from children and frequency and amount of 
contact.  They also showed that nonresident fathers’ repartnering was associated with frequency 
and level of contact, but that resident mothers’ repartnering was associated only with contact 
frequency.  
 
Hypothesis 7 That nonresident fathers’ satisfaction with the residence arrangement and the 
degree of their parental authority will be positively associated with frequency and level of 
contact.  
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The study strongly supported this hypothesis.  Results indicated that those nonresident fathers, 
who were satisfied with children residing with mothers, reported more frequent and higher levels 
of contact with children.  The study also found fathers’ perception of their parental authority in 
the separated family to be strongly associated with contact.  
 
Hypothesis 8 That nonresident fathers’ role adjustment and fatherhood salience will be positively 
associated with frequency and level of contact. 
The study substantially confirmed this hypothesis.  It found that fathers’ role adjustment was 
strongly associated with both aspects of contact, but that fatherhood salience was significantly 
associated with the level, but not the frequency of contact. 
 
Hypothesis 9 That high levels of interparental hostility and conflict and of nonresident-father 
role strain will be negatively associated with frequency and level of contact. 
The study supported this hypothesis.  It found that interparental hostility and conflict were 
negatively associated with nonresident fathers’ contact.  It also showed role strain to be negatively 
associated with contact and to be part of the model best predicting level of contact. 
 
Hypothesis 10 That never-married nonresident fathers and those who needed a judicial decision 
to resolve disputes about children will report greater interparental hostility and conflict. 
The study supported this hypothesis.  It found interparental hostility and conflict to be 
significantly greater among never-married than once-married parents, and those with a judicial 
decision regarding contact reported greater interparental hostility and conflict.   
 
Hypothesis 11 That interparental hostility and conflict will be negatively associated with 
nonresident-father role adjustment and positively with role strain. 
The study supported this hypothesis.  Results showed that the better fathers had adjusted to their 
new parental role, the less interparental hostility and conflict they reported.  They also confirmed 
role strain to be positively correlated with interparental hostility and conflict. 
 
Hypothesis 12 That the more positive is nonresident fathers’ attitude to their child support 
responsibilities, the more contact they will have with children, the more salient fatherhood will be 
for them, and the less interparental hostility and conflict they will report.  
The study substantially supported this hypothesis.  Results showed that fathers’ attitude towards 
child support responsibilities was positively associated with contact, and negatively with 
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interparental hostility and conflict.  They did not, however, show a significant association between 
attitude towards child support responsibilities and fatherhood salience. 
 
5.11. CONCLUSION 
This chapter has reported on the quantitative data collected in the study.  The results provide a 
comprehensive view of a large sample of Australian men’s experience of nonresident parenting, 
and identify several demographic, personal and interpersonal factors associated with their 
continuing engagement with children.  The following two chapters report on respondents’ written 
comments at the first stage of data collection, and on the contents of interviews conducted at the 
second stage.  
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 CHAPTER 6 
FIRST STAGE QUALITATIVE DATA  
 
6.1. INTRODUCTION 
After completing the NFS, respondents were invited to add any comments they wished.  One 
hundred and six (41%) wrote comments, which serve as sound indicators of important issues for 
these fathers.  Comments varied in length from one line to over two handwritten pages.  Only one 
comment was abusive.  Anonymously written on the back of a blank NFS form, it read: ‘you can 
stick the family court up your ….’.  Issues on which respondents commented are presented here 
according to the order of frequency with which they were mentioned.  They consist of reactions to 
the research study (Section 6.2), legal and child support systems (Sections 6.3-6.4), separated 
family relationships (Sections 6.5-6.6), contact issues (Sections 6.7) and the stress of nonresident 
fathering (Section 6.8).  Names of all those included in the qualitative data reported in this and the 
following chapter are fictitious. 
 
6.2. REACTION TO THE RESEARCH  
Remarks by thirty-two respondents (30%) confirmed the expectation that many from a 
traditionally difficult group to engage in research would complete the NFS because they 
appreciated the interest shown in them and in their experience of fathering.  Ethan, an unskilled 
worker with a lingering sense of having been betrayed by his former partner, graphically 
expressed his gratitude: ‘thanks for giving a damn: no one else seems to’.  All references to the 
research topic were positive.  At one extreme, a few respondents almost pleaded to be included in 
the second stage of the study.  Patrick’s enthusiasm was evident: ‘I think it is fantastic that you 
are doing this research…I would encourage you to contact me for an interview’.  Nicholas, who 
resides thousands of kilometres from the researcher, expressed similar views: ‘please ring me.  
It’s best to ring me in the morning around 6:30 to 9:00 or leave a message on the answering 
machine and I’ll ring you back’, and by Russell, a medical practitioner: ‘I constantly live 
overseas…I would be happy to participate in a telephone interview (at my expense) and am 
interested in the results of the research’. 
 
David, an engineer, was indicative of those who were positive, but more restrained about the 
research.  He saw some anomaly in the Family Court’s approval of the research, thinking perhaps 
that the Court, with which he clearly is not enamoured, had commissioned it: ‘I wish you luck with  
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your research, though I find it curious that the Family Court should want to know all of this.  
After all, they (sic) are the cause of the problems in many cases’.  
 
Some were motivated to participate in the research in the hope that it may help others in the same 
situation.  They may have also interpreted the Family Court’s approval of the research as a sign 
that outcomes from the study would affect future social policy and practice.  Neil, a manager, sees 
his son frequently, yet wrote: ‘I hope and pray that the work you are doing (and others like you) 
may help right the wrongs of our courts and save lives’.  Some, who hoped that their contribution 
to the study might alleviate the suffering and pain of other nonresident fathers, may well have 
been speaking from their own painful experiences of separation and nonresident fathering.  
Enrico, who reported seeing his son more than once a week and who attested to an amicable 
relationship with his former partner, wrote: ‘I hope this project will help other fathers deal with 
the emotional loss of day-to-day fatherhood’.  Darryl, who sees his daughter frequently, but who 
admitted he had found the separation a very painful experience, commented:’ if you need to ask 
any more questions I would only be too pleased to help out.  Specially if it helps anyone else in the 
future.  Thank you for the survey’. 
 
Finally, a few fathers indicated that completing the NFS had been something of a therapeutic 
experience for them, prompting them to reflect on their experiences and associated feelings.  
Alan, a tradesman, whose sense of being betrayed was accentuated by his former wife leaving him 
for another man, commented: ‘thank you for the opportunity to get these questions off my chest.  I 
think it is the first time I have ever put it to paper’.  Owen, a manager, indicated that he is on 
amicable terms with his former partner and spends three out of four weekends with his son.  He 
attested to the impact that completing the NFS had had on him: ‘this is the first time I have been 
asked such questions about my failed marriage and the wonderful son I am father to.  I find this 
interesting because I really needed to assess my situation and feelings.  Many thanks for allowing 
me to respond to your questions and I wish you luck in your research’. 
 
6.3. SYSTEMIC BIAS 
Thirty-two respondents (30%) commented on the hostile system, which they had encountered in 
dealing with the legal implications of separation.  David articulately contrasted the prevailing 
ideal of involved fathering prior to separation with the clear message he thought the legal system 
gives to nonresident fathers.  He felt betrayed by a system, which sends out opposing messages 
and by a legal system, which he thinks operates from an outdated model of family life.  He wrote: 
‘I grew up as a young man when society was actively encouraging men to be involved in their 
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families.  Attend the birth, go to school meetings, read to your child, etc, etc.  Quality time was the 
mantra.  And many of us took this on, albeit imperfectly in many cases; after all, where was our 
role model?  Our fathers did not do it…but then the relationship breaks up and then you are the 
disposable parent…can it be a surprise that some men are pushed to doing irrational things?  I 
think not.  It is my belief that when a couple separates and faces the Family Court, the start point 
should be shared care, and that should be the outcome the Court is trying to achieve.  But it is 
not.  The reality is that fathers are advised by their lawyers (in my case, a solicitor, a barrister, a 
court counsellor and an independent counsellor all advised me) that they stand no chance of 
winning fair and equitable access.  In my view, the Family Court is way out of step with what the 
community wants, and it is about time they came and joined the rest of us in 21st century, rather 
than reclining in some 1950’s version of the ideal family unit’.   
 
Other fathers shared that same sense of being betrayed by the legal or wider system.  Neville, a 
manager, claimed to have been heavily involved in fathering prior to separation.  He sensed that, 
once he separated, the level of his pre-separation involvement and his contribution to his child 
seem to count for little in the sort of parental opportunities that remain open to him: ‘I was a 
committed father and husband and feel let down by a ‘system’ that obviously favours the mother 
too much…somewhere, sometime, I hope things change.  Steve’s former partner had begun a new 
relationship shortly after the separation.  This led him to suspect that she may have been having an 
affair while still with him.  In voicing a common complaint by men, based on a traditional model 
of family life in which wives depend economically on husbands, Steve decried the financial 
independence that wives can now enjoy, facilitated in some cases by social policy.  His deep sense 
of having been betrayed is obvious in his complaint that the system facilitates marriage 
breakdown by too readily providing women with financial support on separating: ‘our government 
makes it too easy for marriage separation.  Wives are able to obtain rental bonds, social security 
payments, maintenance payment application without showing just cause for ending a marriage.  It 
is too easy for them to fabricate a reason to end a marriage and to have close friends to lie for 
them’.  
 
Others, but by no means the majority that Arendell (1992, 1992a, 1995) had found in her study, 
also believed that the legal system discriminated against them by favouring mothers in a variety of 
ways.  One area of bias which respondents identified was the high cost of litigating simply to be 
able to see their children, while their former partners, who often receive Legal Aid grants, can 
prolong the legal process.  Ted, a tradesman, blamed his need to apply for a court order on his 
former partner’s hostility.  He complained: ‘I feel very strongly as a nonresident father that the 
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women seem to get the better end of the deal, as has been in my case as it took me quite a bit of 
money just to get to court as my ex-wife gave me the run-around for more than ten months’.  
Some respondents saw the system as biased in requiring them to meet its stringent requirements 
when it makes no such demands of resident mothers.  Derek decried a system which he accused of 
not demanding from resident mothers any accountability for their behaviour, particularly for the 
way they spend child support contributions: ‘the laws and rights of the father are non-existent and 
the mother gets the child, the money, the control and everything else except ‘accountability’ 
(emphasis in the original)’. 
 
As Kruk (1991, 1992, 1994) had reported in his research, some respondents interpreted initial 
legal advice, which discouraged them from applying for residence of children or for substantial 
involvement in their lives, as clear evidence of a biased legal system.  Such advice is generally 
given in good faith to protect fathers from incurring high legal costs with little likelihood of 
success.  It does, however, confirm widely held perceptions that the legal system is highly likely 
to grant residence of children to mothers and to offer fathers little more than weekend and holiday 
contact.  Seamus, a fifty-one-year-old surgeon, wrote: ‘I was told I could not contest custody, as I 
was too old…the whole system seemed very ‘one-eyed’.  Trent, who at the time of separation 
wanted shared residence of his nine-year-old daughter, wrote: ‘fathers have little chance of 
custody unless the mother is seen to be an unfit person; other than that, custody is given to the 
mother’.  His assessment of mothers tending to lose rather than fathers winning residence of 
children finds support in Moloney’s (2001) recent study of Australian judicial decisions regarding 
residence.  
 
Some saw systemic bias in mothers being allowed to resort to Apprehended Violence Orders as 
strategies in post-separation litigation.  Unable or unwilling to acknowledge the necessity of such 
orders for some women to protect themselves from violent men or to establish firm interparental 
boundaries after separation, they viewed these orders as former partners’ attempts to isolate them 
from the family.  Richard, although vaguely hinting at an incident which had triggered his former 
partner’s application for the Order, still saw it as a strategy: ‘I feel sick in the stomach when I 
think how easily she was able to manipulate ‘the law’ in order to issue an AVO (Apprehended 
Violence Order) against me because she ‘feared’ for her safety and that of the child, all because I 
spoke viciously in the heat of the moment’.  Daniel, though, believed that the Apprehended 
Violence Order against him was groundless.  He saw himself very much as a victim of the system 
because he could do very little to contest it in court: ‘to top it off there was a summons to answer 
a charge of domestic violence.  I was told that her solicitor had told her to do that to gain 
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leverage as far as custody and other such matters [are concerned].  I went to the solicitor to be 
told that the magistrate in the local court gave the female whatever she wanted and there was no 
point to fight for custody and to also fight the DV (Domestic violence) case.  I feel that by doing 
the right thing, by being faithful and going to work to try to provide a stable future for my family, 
I end up getting punished by not being able to see my son or interacting with my son on a regular 
basis as I would like.  This punishment is enforced by the biased laws that this country is forced to 
live by’. 
 
The Family Court was also criticised as part of a biased system.  Craig, a businessman and father 
of a twelve-year-old son, was critical of the Court’s adversarial system in dealing with post-
separation conflicts and challenged its appropriateness.  He complained about the financial costs 
inherent in such a system and the sometimes-long delays in having matters heard.  He pleaded for 
a different model for managing cases which, in reality, is now a direction in which the Family 
Court is attempting to move.  Craig wrote: ‘the court’s method of operating promotes 
confrontation and litigation and is fundamentally adversarial.  It is not appropriate for 
divorce/separation particularly so where children are involved.  It is incapable of promoting 
contact to a nonresident parent should the custodial parent prevent or resist so.  The court may 
well do better if it looked at divorce or separation as a social issue rather than a legal one.  It 
would seem more fruitful and fairer to all parties if the court appointed a ‘case manager’ or 
overseer so that one does not have to constantly retell the story/facts to different people.  Finally, 
the process is too costly in monetary and emotional terms and too slow’. 
 
The two respondents who referred to the Family Court’s mediation or counselling service had 
diverse experiences, perhaps reflecting differences in their capacities to deal with the mediation 
process.  Earl, a businessman, wrote of his positive experience: ‘my ex and I sought the services of 
the counselling service attached to the Family Court.  I recommend this service to anyone as a 
good way to exit a marriage…highly recommended’.  For Daniel, a truck driver, the experience 
had been negative: ‘my experiences with the family court mediation service have not been 
favourable.  I find the ones I have met to be very biased towards the female and of no help 
towards the child’s interests’. 
 
Others criticised the court system in general.  They were likely to have had the Family Court in 
mind, although may have had some experience of State local court systems which also can deal 
with Family Law matters at the first instant.  Matthew, who sees his son only during school 
holidays because of distance between them, voiced the despair of some fathers, which seems to 
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stem from both experience and hearsay: ‘in court decisions, they don’t seem to take the father into 
consideration enough…it is hard to find an appreciated single father’.  Ethan’s view was 
indicative of some nonresident fathers’ deep anger towards the legal system which they see as 
inherently biased: ‘…the court system is about money not justice…had I been a female I would 
have been better off…the court system seems to be the natural enemy of the white working, 
heterosexual male, and CSA (Child Support Agency) also’. 
 
Several fathers blamed a biased court system for their own and others’ high levels of stress as they 
strive to remain engaged with children.  Nariz, whose nine-year-old daughter lives interstate, 
wrote: ‘the laws in the Family Court have to change and give more support to fathers and 
mothers that have been good to their children.  Going through the Family Court system is one of 
the most stressful things that has happened to me in my life.  Thank God I survived’.  Eric saw the 
court system as having an adverse affect on men’s adjustment to divorce: ‘current Family Law 
Court practices regarding fathers’ rights to child custody, maintenance and financial settlements 
are creating bitterness and hardship on a large scale’.  Neil went further by blaming the court 
system for the suicides or murder/suicides involving separated fathers and children: ‘I feel the 
Family Court’s primary aim of focusing on what is best for the child does not appear to be as 
important as the mother’s freedom of movement…until fathers are given an equal playing-field to 
present their point of view in the Family Court (and the High Court), tragic circumstances which 
we read about in the media will continue to happen’.  
 
6.4. CHILD SUPPORT 
More than a quarter of those who commented (27%) referred to child support, confirming that it is 
an issue generating strong feelings among nonresident fathers.  Respondents complained about 
four aspects of child support.  They were the formula which the CSA uses to assess child support 
payments, the lack of opportunity to have any input into how their child support is spent, their 
resultant inferior standard of living compared to that enjoyed by resident mothers, and the manner 
in which the CSA treats them.   
 
Some criticised the current assessment formula because it is based on their gross rather than net 
income: ‘the level of child support is based on before tax income, not after tax.  In high income 
this means a larger percentage is taken of disposable income’ (Gordon, a teacher), and even 
includes overtime in the calculation: ‘I do not agree how child support is worked out on gross 
wages including overtime.  Even if we were still together, I could not use the money I pay tax on 
to raise my son.  And overtime is not a constant thing.  So I believe all child support should be 
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calculated on net wages only (Travis, a production manager).  Another complaint referred to the 
length of time the CSA takes to amend assessments when nonresident parents’ incomes change.  
Richard suggested: ‘also it [child support] should be [based on] current circumstances or twelve 
weekly review as for pensions or unemployment benefits’. 
 
Another complaint about the assessment formula was the disproportion it sometimes created 
between the amount to be paid and the cost of raising children: ‘child support is another festering 
sore for the absent father.  I pay $220 per week for my son and I am regularly reminded by the 
media that it costs $150 per week to raise a child of his age…so I am supporting my ex-wife to the 
tune of $70 per week’ (David, an engineer).  For Drew, a miner, the issue with the 
disproportionate amount of child support he paid was that it impeded him from getting on with his 
own life: ‘I think $351.75 per fortnight is way too much for a nine-year-old boy.  I find it near 
impossible to afford to start a new relationship’. 
 
Several fathers were unhappy that they had little or no input into how child support payments 
were spent on children.  This sometimes raised suspicions or fuelled anxieties that their children 
were not benefiting from the child support paid: ‘nine times out of ten the father is not against 
supporting his child, he just wants to see the direct benefit to his child’ (Frank, a labourer).  Some 
expressed this lack of input into the spending of child support payments in terms of loss of 
control: ‘I regret that I have minimal control over how my child support is spent.  I have no way 
of auditing spending of child support’ (Eric).  Tom, a manager, saw nonresident fathers’ lack of 
parental authority as a defect in the system governing their post-separation involvement: ‘I offer 
some positive criticisms of the system that concerns me…the lack of control and where 
maintenance funding relating to the child is channelled’. 
 
Some fathers greatly resented having to pay the assessed amount of child support because they 
were struggling financially while their former partners were benefiting from living in a dual-
income household.  Ethan’s resentment was obvious: ‘[I] don’t object to child support but I can’t 
pay bills while my ex goes overseas for holidays every year’ (emphasis original).  Those, who saw 
themselves as innocent victims of the separation, were even more resentful.  Norm only once in 
the previous year had seen his son who lives over two hundred kilometres away.  He wrote: ‘why 
does the non-custodial parent have to pay child support when the custodial parent moves away, 
remarries and is financially better off than in their previous marriage?’.  Alan, a spray painter, 
expressed a similar view: ‘I find it hard to comprehend that why should I have to give her money 
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 if she decided to leave.  Between the ex and her partner they bring in twice as much as me and I 
still have to pay’. 
 
Respondents also criticised the CSA, which administers Australia’s national support scheme.  
Some complained about the CSA’s practice of simply applying an established formula regardless 
of circumstances, rather than dealing with each family individually.  Trent, who had been in a 
defacto relationship with his child’s mother for about five years and who reported earning more 
than $50K per year, wrote: ‘child support is a joke.  I realise that I do have responsibilities to my 
daughter but each individual case should be looked at as such, individually, not as either black or 
white cases, but realisation that there is actually grey area cases’.  Larry, whose high income as a 
surgeon meant he was paying considerable child support for his child, saw the CSA as biased in 
its operations by favouring the payee: ‘the actual or perceived bias in the Child Support Agency is 
a major factor…the system of redress of issues with the Child Support is buried in bureaucratic 
babble.  No support system exists for underestimates of maternal income.  When asked to review 
my wife’s (sic) income which the Court had established was $30K greater than she had estimated, 
I was informed the system doesn’t cater for review of wife’s income or return of overpayment.  
Furthermore the implicit threat was made that CSA had the power to remove capped payments 
[by nonresident parents].  Truly an unfair system in desperate need of overhaul’. 
 
Others accused the CSA of allowing its underlying ethos to carry over into its treatment of them.  
They complained about being treated almost as criminals whenever they contacted the CSA, 
which seemed to assume that their one aim was to shirk financial responsibility for their children.  
Frank commented: ‘in my dealings with social services (sic) I have found it very difficult to come 
over as a caring parent. The systems in place are geared towards the mother as being right and 
always believed to be right. With the mother getting easy access to support and the father being 
the person in the wrong and incapable of doing the right thing like supporting his child and not 
just handing over moneys to the child’s mother’.  Steve was one of a number, who felt that they 
were not believed by the CSA, which they see as operating on the principle that resident mothers’ 
claims always accurately reflect the situation.  He wrote: ‘I also had a great deal of trouble 
getting any assistance re this matter because no one believes me.  All I get is the impression that 
they think I am only trying to cause trouble.  What can I do?’. 
 
6.5. RELATIONSHIP WITH FORMER PARTNERS 
Eighteen respondents (17%) wrote about relationships with former partners, indicating the energy 
that the interparental relationship still carries for many nonresident fathers.  Only a few appeared 
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to be still very hostile towards former partners.  Comments ranged from the frustration and 
despair as seen in Merv’s remark: ‘my ex-wife says that she encourages my daughter to come with 
me…but that is not so…it is just a hopeless situation’ to the deep anger and bitterness voiced by 
Matthew, a manual worker: ‘the mother of my son is scum and doesn’t deserve to be a so-called 
mother’.  Two fathers accused former partners of being determined to make life difficult for them.  
Don, a bricklayer, still sees his teenage son once a week five years after separation.  He testified 
to having felt somewhat of an innocent victim in the interparental relationship: ‘my wife had so 
much money she threatened to take me to court and send me bankrupt.  She also threatened to 
stop me from seeing my boy…I don’t believe I did anything wrong in our marriage’.  Steve’s 
comment suggests that he, too, still sees himself as a victim of his former wife’s hostility: ‘[she] is 
extremely hostile towards me and often threatens my daughter’s safety to get at me…if I send her 
anything she takes it off her and gives it to the other children’. 
 
Some comments indicated that fathers were aware of the need to shield their children from 
interparental hostility.  Ric, who sees his eight-year-old daughter only during school holidays 
because of the distance between them, wrote: ‘I think it is better to swallow your pride in a 
separation and try to get al.ong as adults than hurt your child or children’.  Because Renato had 
not managed to protect his daughter from ongoing parental arguments and hostility, he chose to 
reduce potential harm to her by having no contact with his former partner: ‘I have no contact with 
my ex-wife.  We never talk, but this works out well because we always had a disagreement of 
bringing up a child during our marriage’.  Joseph, however, wrote of his and his former partner’s 
success in avoiding arguments in front of their ten-year-old son: ‘while my ex-wife and I don’t 
really get on that well these days, we do not expose our child to any conflict between us.  We both 
want what is best for the child’. 
 
Indicators are that, for some fathers, interparental relationships had initially been strained but had 
improved considerably since separation, as the emotions settled.  Noel, an unemployed father, 
attributed the improvement to changes in his own attitude: ‘at least her (his daughter’s) mum and 
I can talk now instead of shouting at one another and I’m happy I could finally let go of my 
bitterness and hatred towards her’.  Mike, a businessman, saw that it was a change in his former 
partner that had contributed to a better interparental relationship: ‘in the early days for about 
twelve to fifteen months after separation my wife assaulted me on two occasions in front of my 
daughter…obviously things are better now with my ex, especially as she said six months ago she 
needed to get a life…not before time, I said’. 
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Some fathers made a point of reporting their good relationship with former partners.  Doug, a 
tradesman, wrote: ‘my ex-wife and I get al.ong very well and are still very close friends.  She is a 
very understanding person and welcomes my new friends with open arms’.  Chris, a teacher, was 
aware that his cordial relationship with his former partner had helped his son to adjust to the 
separation: ‘I feel that my relationships with my ex-wife and son are extremely good.  Our son has 
dealt extremely well with his parents’ divorce and is a very well-adjusted boy’. 
 
6.6. RELATIONSHIP WITH CHILDREN 
Seventeen fathers (16%) wrote about their parental role and the relationship with their children.  
Kyle was indicative of those fathers who keenly felt the pain of being separated from their 
children.  Despite seeing his son more than once per week, he wrote: ‘the hardest part is missing 
the day to day stuff in the life of your child’.  For Alan, knowing another man was more involved 
in her life exacerbated the pain of being separated from his daughter: ‘it was very hard to watch 
my daughter being driven off by another man’.  Barry, however, was so confident in his parental 
role within the separated family that he claimed not to feel threatened by other men coming into 
his daughter’s life as her mother’s new partners: ‘I have worked hard to ‘grow’ my relationship I 
have with my daughter to the point where, if my ex-wife remarries, I will hopefully have cemented 
my role as daddy regardless of what subsequent males are introduced as my wife’s (sic) new 
partners’. 
 
Some respondents tended to idealise their relationships with children, as though compensating for 
their keen sense of loss of everyday interaction with them.  Examples of such idealisation include 
comments like: ‘I love my girl more than my own life and would never do anything to hurt her in 
any way’ (Ric).  Ian, who admitted to being unhappy with the amount of contact with his child, 
wrote: ‘my daughter is my life. I will do anything for her’, while Owen asserted: ‘I am very lucky 
to have a beautiful son whom I adore’.  Neil presented a total, idyllic devotion to his child which 
explains his deep relief at having prevented his former partner moving interstate with the child: ‘I 
work, live and breathe for my son and only through the grace of God, good legal advice and 
persistence have I managed to stop my ex-wife moving to the other side of the country’.  
 
In contrast to the idealised expression of the father-child relationship, two fathers wrote of 
difficulties they faced in fathering after separation and were sufficiently realistic to acknowledge 
their own needs as fathers.  Des was frank about his relationship with his nine-year-old son, 
pointing to both the joys and challenges of parenting, as well as to his own needs: ‘he is a great 
kid and at times it is hard to separate from him.  At other times I am glad to take him home.  I’m a 
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bit ashamed of this, even though I am sure it is normal …I love my son and need for him to love 
me’.  Nathan, an artist saw his son at least weekly in the previous year.  On the back of the 
envelope in which he had returned the NFS, Nathan had drawn a dark portrait of a man’s face 
with the face of perhaps a child crying out to it.  His comments suggested that he was aware that 
his personal circumstances and temperament were potentially harmful for his child: ‘due to my 
current situation of being a creative and sometimes moody individual, I try to keep my child away 
from my lifestyle, and by saying this, I am not alluding to anything approaching various forms of 
abuse…merely one of ‘guarded’ fatherly instinct’. 
 
Several commented on the impact of separation on their relationship with their children.  Three 
thought that the parental separation had barely affected it because they continue to see their 
children almost daily.  As Jarred, who works early morning shift work, commented: ‘I feel that I 
am a full-time father to my child as I see her every day after school at my home’.  Paul suggested 
that his relationship with his child had even improved following the separation because of the 
one-to-one time he now was able to experience with his child: ‘I would like to spend more time 
with my son…I do miss him …my relationship with my son and I improved so much when my ex-
wife and I separated…we became much closer because of the time we spent together without 
anyone else being there’.  Others, however, alluded to a degree of powerlessness in their struggle 
to remain engaged with children and sustain a relationship with them.  Ian felt his child was 
slipping away from him: ‘since our separation I have gradually been pushed out of my daughter’s 
life’.  Having contact according to what he saw to be the mother’s whim patently frustrated Ross, 
who had once applied to court for contact with his son.  He wrote: ‘I went from being actively 
involved in every moment of my son’s life to having absolutely no say in what happens to my son.  
I have contact with my son when it suits my former wife and phone calls when it suits her to allow 
me to speak to my son.  This is regardless of the court order specifying contact’. 
 
6.7. CONTACT WITH CHILDREN 
Seventeen fathers (16%) identified obstacles to contact with children, commonly citing former 
partners as one such obstacle.  Trevor works as a computer programmer and lives within fifty 
kilometres of his twelve-year-old daughter, whom he sees only rarely, but to whom he speaks on 
the telephone two or three times per month.  As is often voiced by nonresident fathers who do not 
see children, he attributed the breakdown of face-to-face contact to his former partner’s animosity 
rather than to any tension in his own relationship with his daughter: ‘my situation is basically that 
my wife just ignores court orders…she poisons her mind against me because she hates me. I 
would fight harder for contact only it would hurt the kid so I have not pushed’.  Umberto, a  
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migrant father, reported how he had lost contact with his eleven-year-old son whom his former 
partner had removed from the country: ‘my beloved son has been abducted by my wife [who has] 
taken him overseas…now I’m living in hell’.  Nariz complained about his former partner’s 
interference in his telephone conversations with his daughter: 'her mother constantly interferes 
with the phone contact, she yells in the background and turns up the stereo and TV and always 
hangs up while we are talking’.  Steve described the more subtle way in which his former partner 
placed obstacles in the way of his contact with his daughter: ‘she will not let me have contact with 
my daughter unless I take her children from a previous relationship, knowing that increases my 
cost and reduces the amount of contact I can afford with my daughter’. 
 
Geographical distance between fathers and children was another commonly mentioned obstacle to 
contact.  Ric wrote: ‘the main reason I don’t get to see my girl as often as I would like is that I live 
about 850 to 950 kms away from her.  I am sure if I were to live closer I would see her every 
weekend’.  Greg, who had been the one to move away from his child, expressed the same 
sentiment: ‘the main obstacle I have had is the moving interstate for other family reasons’. 
 
Some respondents cited work commitments as an obstacle to contact.  Sean, the manager of a 
licensed premise, wrote: ‘my job requires me to work nights and mostly weekends.  She [mother] 
allows me to see my child every Friday but I have to drive from [an outer suburb] to the city and 
back in peak hour traffic.  I spend a few hours with her and take her to my mum’s for the 
weekend…her mother works during the week and I have offered to have our child during the week 
and her mother have her on weekends…she refuses and we are going to court’.  Eddy identified 
both his work as a security guard and distance as reasons for his reduced amount of contact with 
his child: ‘due to my shiftwork, it would be extremely hard for me to have more contact with my 
son as he resides approximately 750 kms from me’.  
 
Respondents identified two other factors as obstacles to contact.  They were children’s wishes and 
the existence of Apprehended Violence Orders.  Ralph attributed the latest breakdown in contact 
to his nine-year-old daughter’s decision, which both he and his former partner had agreed to 
accept: ‘contact with the child was arranged so that the child could decide if contact was 
appropriate.  Currently the child wishes to have no contact’.  Barry reported that he was impeded 
from contact with his nine-year-old son by an Apprehended Violence Order taken out by his 
former partner: ‘my ex has an AVO stopping me from seeing my little boy’. 
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Two respondents spoke of contact difficulties because of some tension between their new partners 
and their children.  Ian seemed ambivalent about involvement in his child’s life.  While stating 
that he wanted more contact with his ten-year-old daughter, he admitted that he was questioning 
whether to continue contact because the strain of balancing his responsibility to her and to his new 
wife was becoming so great: ‘I love my daughter very much but when she comes to me she has so 
much rubbish in her head about my wife, she is rude.  I want my daughter in my life but I am 
about to decide whether she should come and see me any more’.  Kyle faced a similar tension but 
did not indicate that he was thinking of resolving it by discontinuing contact: ‘[the] relationship 
between child and new partner is complex to manage’. 
 
Fathers, whose contact with children had been reduced, were often distressed about the situation.  
Bill, a school teacher, and his former partner live near a State border.  He was angry with her for 
gradually whittling away his contact with his son: ‘I and my mother cared for my son for the first 
eight months of separation.  I then agreed to fifty-fifty.  It has not worked out that way because my 
son’s mother insists that my son attend school across the border, so I don’t get the holiday time I 
should; holidays between the States don’t align much’.  Colin, a solicitor, had enjoyed substantial 
contact with his son for a considerable time after the separation until his former partner relocated 
with his child.  Now, distance and cost severely restricted the frequency of contact: ‘I had access 
to my son from Friday night to Monday morning and Tuesday and Thursday nights for four years.  
In the last 15 months, due to my son moving to north NSW, time has been limited to school 
holidays with my paying for airfares on top of child support’. 
 
Some respondents happily reported frequent contact with children.  Vince, a veterinary surgeon, 
had shared residence of his daughter until she started school, and now has contact with her on 
alternate weekends and for most of the school holidays.  He was aware of how fortunate he was at 
the time in comparison to many nonresident fathers: ‘my situation is quite different.  I have had 
extremely high levels of contact’.  (After completing the NFS and prior to being interviewed, 
Vince was in court opposing his former partner’s relocation interstate.  He lost the case and 
currently sees his eight-year-old daughter for most of school holidays and one weekend per term).  
Renato, currently unemployed, was delighted to be involved in some day-to-day parental activity: 
‘I am happy with the present situation with my daughter.  I see her four or five times a week.  I 
pick up my daughter from school’.  Finally, Des, a teacher, believed his current, frequent contact 
with his eight-year-old son was most appropriate at this stage of his son’s life, although he hoped 
for shared residence of him when he was older: ‘if possible, I would like my son to live with me at  
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  least 50/50 at some time in the future.  But for now the best situation is for him to live with my 
ex-wife and for me to have frequent, regular contact with him’. 
 
6.8. PERSONAL STRESS  
Several fathers wrote about how painful they had found the separation.  Completing the NFS may 
well have revived painful memories for some respondents, but their comments about separation 
seem to indicate that it still impinges on their lives, at least four years after the event.  Noel, who 
admitted that his drinking problem contributed largely to the relationship breakdown, graphically 
described the level of his distress: ‘when my daughter’s mother and I separated, it was the hardest 
experience of my life.  I had thought we’d be together for the rest of our lives as a family and 
when I lost them I thought my world had come tumbling down around me, never to be rebuilt 
again…suicide was always somewhere in the back of my mind’.  The intensity of the pain of 
separation was so great for Anthony, a thirty-six-year-old nurse, that he was determined to avoid 
it possibly recurring: ‘I see myself as single for the rest of my life.  I never want to go through 
such a harrowing experience again.  I’ve been close enough to the edge myself for long enough to 
know better than to marry again and place myself at such risk’.  The support of family and friends 
was vital for some fathers to survive the intensely emotional impact which separation had had on 
them.  Neil wrote: ‘without the support of family and friends I could not have coped with the 
stresses I was placed under’.  Peter, on limited income because of only casual employment, 
echoed the same sentiment, suggesting he is still struggling to adjust to separation: ‘only due to 
friend and family support I am getting my life back on track, but finding I am behind the eight 
ball’. 
 
A few respondents wrote of their stress as a result of financial difficulties after their separation.  
Owen, who works as a manager, wrote: ‘my life remains in turmoil as I was left with all the debts 
to pay from the marriage, so financially I am very resentful’, while Norton, a cook, reported: ‘due 
to my failed marriage, financially I never seem to be able to get ahead and it does make life 
difficult’. 
  
6.8 CONCLUSION 
The qualitative data in this first stage of the research came from respondents from very diverse 
backgrounds, occupations and incomes.  Most of them expressed a deep desire to be involved in 
children’s lives despite the emotional and financial costs sometimes involved.  It is unclear 
whether those, who made the effort to write comments were, as Arditti and Keith (1993) consider 
them to be, the most distressed participants in the study sample.  Their comments contain few 
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surprises.  Overall, they do not appear to be the stereotypical, nonresident father, driven by a 
fanaticism fuelled by deep narcissistic wounds.  Although some clearly see themselves to be 
victims of former partners’ hostility and of biased systems, others channel much energy into 
attempts to fulfil significant parental roles in their separated families. 
 
These unsolicited comments, made by fathers who have been separated from their former partners 
for between four and six years and who are generally involved in children’s lives, raise issues 
which warrant serious consideration in order to deepen an understanding of separated families.  
They confirm nonresident fathers’ common experience of being isolated and of not being heard or 
understood, and reflect the difficulty some have in adjusting emotionally to the breakdown of 
relationships.  The comments highlight the need for support networks to help nonresident fathers 
move on in their lives.  Those who have reasonable relationships with former partners seem 
relieved and appreciative because they realise that children benefit from such relationships, which 
also have implications for nonresident fathers’ continued engagement in children’ s lives.  On the 
contrary, they recognise interparental hostility serves as a potentially significant obstacle to that 
engagement.   
 
Comments critical of the legal system and the child support scheme operating in Australia (with 
some tendency to interchange them) indicate that both remain a source of frustration and stress for 
nonresident fathers.  To dismiss these criticisms as misguided or as simply stemming from 
fathers’ loss of patriarchal control seems too simplistic.  Nonresident fathers commonly 
experience these systems as unable or unwilling to deal with them on an individual basis, but 
rather as tending to categorise them as incompetent, irresponsible or irrelevant parents.  These 
reports of their experience of the legal system and child support scheme challenge policy makers 
and practitioners to examine whether gendered assumptions and attitudes underlie their work, and 
hinder them from meeting the needs of today’s separated families. 
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 CHAPTER 7 
   SECOND STAGE QUALITATIVE DATA 
 
7.1. INTRODUCTION 
At the second stage of data collection, one hundred and thirty-five nonresident fathers were 
interviewed.  Interviews, which lasted between forty-five and ninety minutes, averaged 
approximately one hour.  As the amount of data was more than could be included in this thesis, a 
sample of thirty-four interviews was created to include a randomly selected quarter of interviews 
from each of the seven Family Court registries.  The sample included nonresident fathers from a 
range of occupations and a variety of socio-economic backgrounds.  Figure 3 indicates the 
percentage of participants from each Family Court registry where applications were filed.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To determine whether interview participants in the interviews differed from those not interviewed, 
a series of Mann-Whitney U Tests was conducted.  These tests compared both groups on the basis 
of demographic data, engagement with children, personality measures, and all the multi-item 
variables created for this study.  They detected only two significant differences between the 
groups.  Interview participants recorded higher scores on the Self-control scale (Z = -2.002, 
p<.05), and rated relationships with former partners more negatively (Z = -2.253, p<.05) than 
those not interviewed.  It is thus reasonable to conclude that the following reported comments by 
the randomly selected participants are broadly representative of those involved in the first stage of 
this research. 
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Figure 3 Percentage of participants from each registry
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Transcripts were made of all interviews, which varied considerably because the interview protocol 
adopted a semi-structured approach.  The material was organised to enable ready access to data 
that described participants’ experience of nonresident fathering, which was one focus of the study.  
Participants’ comments were then arranged according to their relevance to the multi-item 
measures that were derived from the quantitative data.  From the various comments applicable to 
the variables measured in the first stage of the study, a selection was made of those considered 
representative of the divergent views expressed.  Interpretation of applicants’ comments was 
partly shaped by the author’s clinical experience.  
 
Some participants quoted in the qualitative material presented in this chapter appeared also in the 
previous chapter.  When participants are quoted for the first time, some background information 
will usually be given to place their comments in some context.  Because not all participants were 
asked every question contained in the Interview Protocol, participant numbers referred to 
throughout the chapter do not necessarily represent an accurate proportion of the thirty-four 
reported.  Names of all participants and family members are fictitious in order to protect their 
identity. 
 
7.2. POST-SEPARATION FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS 
Interparental relationships play an important role in separated families.  Attitudes towards former 
partners and relationships with them can indicate how well nonresident fathers have adjusted to 
separation and their new parental role.  They can also explain family dynamics, which are likely 
to influence children’s adjustment to divorce.  Relationships with children may also be useful 
indicators of nonresident fathers’ sensitivity and capacity to view realistically family functioning 
after separation.  
 
7.2.1. ATTITUDE TOWARDS FORMER PARTNERS  
Only one participant spoke bitterly about his former partner.  Carl, a qualified tradesman and one 
of the youngest fathers in the study, had unsuccessfully sought residence of his son after a 
separation marked by some physical violence.  Subsequent to the separation, Carl and his new 
partner had a daughter, whom he had not seen for almost a year at the time of the interview, partly 
because she lived three hundred kilometres away.  He acknowledged that contact with his son at 
times ‘touches a raw nerve in me’ because it reminded him of his absent daughter.  
 
Carl scored more than two standard deviations below the mean on the Responsibility measure, but 
only  marginally  below  the  mean  on  the  Socialization,  Self-control  and  Good  Impression  
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measures.  His scores on the Sensitivity and Impulsivity measures were also within one standard 
deviation below the mean.  Despite his clear antipathy towards his former partner, which seemed 
to preclude any empathy for his child, Carl recorded scores on interparental hostility and conflict 
that were only one standard deviation below the mean: 
 ‘I would just take his mother out of the situation…Seb [the son] would be better off, I think 
so, I honestly do…no, I don’t think she is beating him…she knows if he came to me with any 
marks on him, she would never have a chance, mate.  I would just go around there and do it…he 
gets on well with his mum, he still talks about her …but I would like to reduce her influence and 
that of her family on him…she doesn’t treat him like she loves him…if she did, she would not 
leave him in before and after school care while she is in the pub’. 
 
In stark contrast to Carl’s hostility, five fathers spoke positively of former partners.  Typical of 
these were Hal and Jim.  Hal paid his former partner the ultimate complement as a mother when 
he said: 
‘I feel Lanie’s [his daughter] mother is a fantastic mother in every single way she is a 
great mother…she is the mother I want to bring up my daughter’. 
Jim, for whom this was his second separation, scored more than one standard deviation above the 
mean on the Sensitivity measure and significantly lower than the mean on measures of 
interparental hostility and conflict.  He also recorded a significantly low score on the measure of 
fatherhood salience and a significantly high one on role strain, and was somewhat pragmatic in his 
attitude towards both former partners: 
‘in both instances I get on well with both my ex-wives… I thought highly enough of them to 
marry them, so I don’t see the point in hating them…it doesn’t seem to achieve much and it is bad 
for the children, so I would rather be friends than enemies’. 
 
7.2.2. RELATIONSHIP WITH FORMER PARTNERS 
Participants generally emphasised the importance of relationships with former partners.  
Approximately, half were reasonably satisfied with them, and half were distressed by the 
interparental tension and conflict.  Most acknowledged that strained relationships with former 
partners could negatively influence their contact with children, but several also stressed the 
benefit for children of seeing parents relating reasonably well.  Akin to those nonresident fathers, 
whom Arendell (1995) classified as ‘innovationists’, these fathers were child-centred in 
discussing interparental relationships.  
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Darren highlighted the importance of cordial relationships with former partners for both the 
children and also for the sake of contact.  A father at the age of eighteen, Darren was married at 
twenty-one and separated at twenty-four because of what he described as his ‘sexual identity 
crisis’.  Many of his comments reflected his regret at separating and his wish to reconcile, even 
though both he and his former partner had repartnered.  Darren, a full-time worker and part-time 
student, admitted to feeling ‘rail-roaded’ into having his nine-year-old son for only five nights per 
fortnight, believing that a shared residence arrangement could benefit his son.  However, his low 
score on the measure of interparental conflict was consistent with his comment: 
 ‘stick in there, do what you can, be there for your kid…talk to him and try to be civil to the 
ex-partner because there is no point in creating unnecessary tension because the kids pick up on 
that.  There is no point in being hostile, it doesn’t get you anywhere.  If you are, you can end up 
not seeing the kids’. 
 
Those who reported reasonably cordial interparental relationships since separation commonly 
cited children’s welfare as a motivation for containing interparental hostility or conflict.  As an 
example, Mitchell, an unskilled worker residing in the same rural town as his former partner, 
reported that she had initiated the separation, which had occurred because ‘basically we drifted 
apart’.  Although he sees his seven-year-old son for two to three hours on three afternoons per 
week, the child rarely stays overnight with him.  Mitchell attributed this situation to his son’s 
reluctance to be away from his mother for any length of time rather than to any tension between 
his new partner and his son.  Mitchell’s acceptance of this limited contact was consistent with his 
high scores on the Sensitivity and Socialization measures, which were two standard deviations 
above the mean.  Similarly, his positive assessment of the relationship with his former partner was 
consistent with his significantly lower scores on the measures of interparental hostility and 
conflict.  Mitchell commented:  
 ‘my former partner and I have got on pretty well all the way through….the separation was 
reasonable…it was pretty civil…we both had our child’s interest at heart and that was probably 
one of the reasons it stayed that way’. 
 
Jeremy was one of four participants, who stressed the importance of avoiding conflict with former 
partners at contact changeover, because of its adverse effect on children and its potential threat to 
contact: 
 ‘I always tried to do the right thing and be nice and not try to start any arguments in front 
of the child…avoid that at all costs…a lot of times you could end up with the door slammed in 
your face and you are not taking the child for the weekend’. 
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Jason suggested a useful strategy to avoid conflict with former partners at contact changeover was 
to keep focused on the children.  His recommendation was: 
 ‘no matter how much it hurts, lose in the sense of with your partner (sic), and keep face 
with your child…if you are starting to feel hatred towards your partner, when you are looking at 
your partner try to visualise your child, that you are looking at your child…at the end of the day, 
that is what it is all about’. 
 
Some, though, for whom Jason’s strategy was apparently unattainable, suggested an alternative 
strategy of having as little to do with former partners as possible, even if it meant losing contact 
with children.  Robert, who recorded low scores on measures of interparental hostility and 
conflict, advised newly separated fathers to keep distance from former partners, especially 
because feelings generally run high at that stage:  
 ‘ in the first couple of months, try to dodge your former partner for a while.  Spend time 
with your kids but without the wife (sic) being in the picture.  I would never say things to the kids 
about their mother.  Don’t play with the kids’ brains.  I think guys think it is hurting the mother 
and it is getting revenge on the mother’. 
 
Ralph, in fact, adopted that very strategy in order to avoid the emotional stress of a conflictual 
relationship with his former partner whom he suspected of having had an affair prior to 
separation.  Initially, Ralph had spent every weekend with his eight-year-old daughter until the 
interparental relationship deteriorated some six months after separation, during attempts to settle 
property matters:  
‘her mood changed from “I will be fair” to “I am going to take you for everything you’ve 
got basically and I don’t have to let you see your daughter if I don’t want to”, and it all blew up 
into a huge mushroom cloud…I didn’t see my daughter for about twelve months’.  
After a brief resumption of contact with his daughter, it again broke down.  As a deliberate 
strategy to contain his own emotional turmoil, Ralph decided to avoid contact with his former 
partner and daughter altogether.  He seemed relieved to report:  
‘my relationship with my ex-wife has improved since separation in that I have not seen her 
for eighteen months anyway…it basically has improved because we have had no contact’. 
 
John, who clearly spoke from his own experience of not having had any formal contact with his 
son for almost a year, provided a less radical, but perhaps a more demanding strategy for 
maintaining cordial interparental relationships.  He warned others against allowing frustrations 
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over small matters to blind them to the important issues in interactions with former partners.  He 
said: 
 ‘don’t argue about the little things that don’t matter.  Don’t worry if you can’t see your 
son or daughter on their birthday.  When you see them next, give them another birthday.  It is not 
the little things that count; it is the fact that you get to be with them.  I am saying something like 
losing the wood for the trees.  I probably fought for things that in hindsight probably weren’t 
worth fighting for.  Why?  I suppose to some extent it was not to allow my ex to get the better of 
me…there was certainly some of that there…and sometimes you lose the sense of what goal 
you’re chasing …you lose sight of what you are trying to achieve at the end of it all…what you 
are trying to achieve is to be involved and sometimes it is the little things like a birthday that you 
end up chasing and really that is not the issue.  You want to have contact…it doesn’t matter when 
the contact is, as long as you still have contact’. 
 
Six participants intimated relationships with former partners were still hostile.  Among them was 
Brad, an art director, who recorded scores on the Sensitivity and Impulsivity measures one 
standard deviation above the mean.  His following comment, which was based on information 
from a mutual friend and which reflects his deep distress, was consistent with his significantly 
high score on the measure of interparental conflict and his low satisfaction with the parental 
authority he is able to exercise.  Brad spoke of ‘incredible bitterness and hatred’, which he 
experienced emanating from his former partner and which he perceived had recently become 
worse:  
 ‘[her] sole ambition and goal is to destroy the relationship I have with my daughter 
because she no longer considered me the father of my daughter and she was planning to destroy 
the relationship I have with her…it was incredibly upsetting to hear something like that.  I have 
done nothing to this woman…I think the woman has a problem…it is just appalling.  It has got to 
the stage where it has totally and utterly worn me out.  I want a good relationship with this 
woman because of my daughter but I can’t have it and the more I try the more it eludes me, and 
the worse the whole relationship becomes and I don’t know how to approach it.  I don’t know how 
to handle it any more.  It has got to the stage where it is such a millstone around my neck that I 
don’t know how to fix it…the more I tried, the worse it became…now it is at such a bad level that 
I have actually turned’…she can curl up and die as far as I am concerned…it is too late…’.  
 
A strong theme to emerge from participants’ comments about relationships with former partners 
was the importance of not denigrating them in front of children because of its potentially 
damaging effect.  Glen claimed to have undertaken major responsibility for his son during the first  
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four years of his life because his wife ‘wasn’t a physically capable mum when he was a baby’.  
Prepared to assume some responsibility for the marriage breakdown, he admitted to having been 
under stress because of commitments to work and his extended family.  His comments 
occasionally suggested that he now doubts his relevance to his eight-year-old son, whom he sees 
frequently but irregularly, again because of work commitments.  Also conscious of his limited 
financial contribution to his son’s upbringing in comparison to the affluent life style provided by 
his mother and stepfather, Glen felt marginalised, yet was able to advise:  
 ‘try to maintain as much contact with the child, not to work the child against the mother, 
don’t say your mother is a bitch and I hate her.  Never be like that in front of the child as after all 
she is his mother, too…give the child assurance…it is not his fault.  I have got him to repeat that 
to me.  Every time I leave him I say remember what I told you, this is not your fault’. 
 
Rory and David also warned against denigrating former partners in front of children.  Rory’s 
motive was to support his daughter’s relationship with her mother.  David, however, wanted to 
spare his child his own painful childhood experience of witnessing his parents’ denigration of 
each other:  
 ‘never ever rubbish the mother in front of your kids.  Whatever she has done to you, never 
ever say to the kids, she is a bitch or whatever.  That is very important…when Jan [daughter] says 
mum is this or that, I say don’t talk about your mother like that…there is only one woman in the 
world who loves you like that and this is your mum’ (Rory). 
 ‘the ones I recall when my parents separated were sniping …a little bit of sniping from 
either parent and I clearly remember telling them to stop it and they did …I think it is to be 
avoided…not to voice your personal views about the other parent in front of the kids, even if you 
are right…you get plenty of opportunity to do so with your mates down the pub…but not in front 
of the kids.  Be careful of that.  The reality is the kids generally love both parents and don’t want 
to hear anyone say anything nasty about the other parent’ (David). 
 
When asked how relationships with former partners had changed since separation, fifteen 
participants reported their relationships had improved once the initial hurt and anger had subsided.  
Ten thought they had remained much the same, and four that they had deteriorated.  Fathers 
commonly cited the passing of time and an awareness of children’s interests as reasons for the 
improvement.  They identified their own repartnering and disputes over property as reasons for 
any deterioration. 
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Sam, a young tradesman who currently sees his daughter on alternate weekends, attested to having 
been surprised and deeply hurt by the separation because family had meant so much to him.  One 
unique feature of Sam’s scores on the personality measures was that he recorded almost three 
standard deviations below the mean on the Responsibility measure.  However, he possessed a 
capacity for empathy as his following comment illustrated:  
 ‘what helped us improve our relationship?  There is me and there is her and there is our 
child in between.  Now, I could carry on, rant and rave and make things hard for her but who is 
going to suffer?  My daughter is going to suffer, no one else.  If I become aggressive, pig-headed 
or stubborn, she is going to use the same approach and my daughter is in between there’. 
 
7.2.3. RELATIONSHIP WITH CHILDREN 
All but three participants were happy with current relationships with their children, even though 
some hoped for improvement as children matured.  This overall very positive assessment of 
father-child relationships did not seem an idealised view of how they related to children.  Some 
fathers, in fact, expressed what appear to be very realistic sentiments about fathering, such as ‘yes 
I enjoy him when he doesn’t give me the shits’ (Darren), and ‘last weekend she said she was going 
to trade me in for another dad…I just looked at her and said “bad luck kid, you’ve got me”’ 
(Graham). 
 
Two fathers hoped for improvement in relationships with their children more in terms of what 
they can offer their children and of changes to children’s behaviour.  Russell, a surgeon, who lives 
a few hundred kilometres from his son, but manages to spend alternate weekends with him.  
Fiercely determined to be a better father than his own whom he described as ‘a very self-centred 
person’ who ‘has never recognised that I have a son’, Russell, who was about to remarry, said 
that he wanted to give his son a richer experience of family life: 
 ‘we are very close in every way.  He will talk to me about anything…while we are close, I 
want him to get a feeling of being part of a family rather than just him and me’. 
 
Larry, also a surgeon, had spent almost five years in and out of court in an attempt to have his ten-
year-old son live with him before having to settle on alternate weekend and half school holiday 
contact with him.  He hoped for improvement in his basically sound relationship with his son:  
 ‘I think it is excellent…we have a relationship which is the best I could hope for under the 
circumstances…the only thing I would hope to develop [in him] is the ability to talk…about 
emotional issues and development of emotional IQ, and the ability to be able to talk about things  
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which affect him, from things that go bump in the night to issues that affect your relationship with 
your mother and father’. 
 
Daniel was one of the three participants, who were unhappy about relationships with their 
children.  He admitted to having been an absent father prior to separation because he worked 
twelve hours per day, seven days per week.  Following separation, he moved several hundred 
kilometres from his son.  Daniel recorded significantly low scores on measures of role 
satisfaction, the father-child relationship, parental authority and satisfaction with it.  He further 
disclosed that his twelve-year-old son had begun to baulk at spending school holidays with him.  
With some sadness, Daniel remarked:  
 ‘[our relationship is] very distant.  I can’t sort of communicate with him on a lot of levels.  
I try and do things with him…like we can still muck around… the love that was there is not there 
any more…he sort of comes down here because his mother wants the break or she wants someone 
to look after him while she is going to work… I have a closer relationship with the boy next door 
than I have with my own son up there’. 
 
Daniel was also one of the few fathers, who attributed their poor relationships with children to 
former partners’ denigration of them.  Daniel not only accused his former partner of monitoring 
his telephone calls, but he also blamed her for his unsatisfactory telephone conversations with his 
son: 
 ‘her favourite thing is to wait until he is on the computer or watching TV and make him 
make the phone call [according to court orders] and that way he would take the phone to his game 
or computer game so you won’t get any sense out of him because he is totally preoccupied with 
those’. 
Daniel was so utterly convinced about his former partner’s responsibility for his strained 
relationship with his child that he hoped to redress it in the future, regardless of the impact on his 
child: 
 ‘I hope that instead of just accepting the facts that are presented to him, he will come and 
ask me the questions so he can get my side of the story when he grows up…I have got the paper 
work here when he is old enough…and I intend just to give him the paper work…the record of my 
vasectomy when he was a few months old and the record of her abortion when he was about five 
or six years old’. 
 
John attributed his lack of formal contact to his former partner’s denigration of him to his son.  
John lives and works as a bus driver in the same small rural town as his former partner and eight-
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year-old son, whom he sees only informally when driving his bus through town: 
 ‘when I spoke to my son on the phone, he told me the reason I wasn’t seeing him was 
because I told him that he couldn’t come down.  I told his mother that I didn’t want him, he 
couldn’t come down…[she had told him] I had another family and that was the reason he wasn’t 
coming down…and I said that is not true…[his mother] is quite happy to put me down if she can.  
I think she would be happier if I was not in this community…I think if I dropped off the face of the 
earth, my ex-wife would be quite happy with that’. 
 
7.2.4. CHILDREN’S ADJUSTMENT TO SEPARATION 
Five fathers expressed concern over their children’s adjustment to the parental separation.  Mike 
recorded significantly high scores on both role satisfaction and role strain, yet low scores on 
interparental hostility and conflict.  He reported that, prior to separation, he had been harassed at 
work, had subsequently resigned and had suffered two nervous breakdowns within a short space 
of time.  His separation, which he described as amicable, came at a time when he was under 
enormous stress.  Seeming to imply that he had behaved badly prior to the separation, Mike spoke 
of his concern about his nine-year-old daughter’s adjustment to the separation because of all that 
she had experienced within the family in the preceding years:  
 ‘I just have a feeling that one day she (his daughter) is probably going to need some sort of 
counselling just to deal with this stuff…she has seen some horrible stuff…I just get the feeling that 
she is going to be playing this double role between her mother and father and it could take its toll 
of her’. 
 
Lindsay was also concerned about his son’s reaction to the separation.  An unskilled worker, 
Lindsay had spent $5000 unsuccessfully trying to prevent his former partner and son from moving 
interstate.  As a result of the move, court orders provided him with contact with his son three 
times per year, including alternate Christmases.  Claiming to have never had his son at Christmas, 
he lamented:  
 ‘he is a bit of a difficult child.  I think he is having a bit of trouble at school, with his 
homework and things like that…but he has to be like that because of the sort of drama he has 
been through.  Yes, it has to affect him ..she is ranting and raving in front of him when we parted 
company and she didn’t worry about what she said about me or whatever’. 
 
Kyle, who had repartnered some four years after separation, was concerned about his nine-year-
old son’s reaction to his new partner, a reaction that Kyle described as ‘very much his mother’s 
issue’.  Despite seeing his son twice per week, he was distressed by the child’s refusal to stay with 
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him whenever his partner was present:  
 ‘he will come into the house but he won’t stay.  He will talk to her, although for a long 
period he would not talk to her.  He now will sit in the same room as her and talk to her…he still 
hasn’t eaten a meal with her…you can watch him go through a process of being stiff and 
uncomfortable, he will then relax and start relating to her normally, then all of a sudden he will 
catch himself …you can see it on his face and then he will leave the room or go silent’. 
 
7.2.5. SUMMARY 
The above comments about family relationships show that participants generally value being able 
to relate civilly with former partners.  They see reasonable interparental relationships, as not only 
a sound guarantee of their continued contact with children, but as important for children 
themselves.  Most fathers seem genuine in wanting to protect children from being caught between 
conflictual parents, and appear distressed when unable to do so.  Some protect children only by 
having little or no interaction with former partners which, though far from the ideal, perhaps 
presents a lesser risk to children than ongoing interparental conflict.  The majority of participants 
seems focused on children, which is in stark contrast to the minority of child-focused nonresident 
fathers which Arendell (1995) found in her study. 
 
Although generally satisfied with relationships with their children, some participants are also able 
to voice their frustrations, often exacerbated by the various pressures of nonresident parenting.  
Those, who attribute their strained relationships with children to former partners’ attitudes, reflect 
a difficulty that some nonresident fathers have in accepting any responsibility for tensions 
between children and themselves.  These are sometimes intensified by post-separation events, 
such as fathers’ repartnering.  Finally, many participants’ comments, which may partly stem from 
guilt for being unable to provide children with the experience of an intact family, indicate their 
concern about their children’s capacity to adjust to the separation. 
 
7.3 NONRESIDENT FATHERS’ ENGAGEMENT 
This section deals with participants’ contact with children and obstacles impeding it.  It also refers 
to their involvement with children’s schools, parental authority in the separated family, 
contribution to children’s development, and attitude towards disengaged fathers.  It shows that 
participants generally reported frequent contact with children, but were involved in schools to 
varying degrees.  Some were content with resident mothers keeping them informed of school 
activities and children’s academic results, while others decried the lack of information they 
received about children’s educational progress.  Some participants were distressed about the little 
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parental authority they exercised in the separated family, and their limited contribution to 
children’s wellbeing and development.  Attitudes toward disengaged nonresident fathers were 
mixed, with some sympathising with them and others seeing them as failing in parental 
responsibility.   
 
7.3.1. CONTACT WITH CHILDREN 
Most participants claimed to have been able, around the time of separation, to discuss with former 
partners their contact with children.  Notwithstanding the shock and hurt many experienced at the 
separation, most had negotiated a contact regime, albeit on a temporary basis.  Only five 
participants reported not having any contact with children in the period immediately following 
separation.  Daniel said that it took him six months to arrange contact, while Fabio and Manuel 
relied on solicitors to assist in putting some contact arrangement in place.  David initially wanted 
shared residence of his son but heeded advice that his application for it was highly likely to fail 
and reluctantly accepted contact, and Carl had to do the same after his application for residence of 
his son was unsuccessful. 
 
Almost all participants thought spending time with children to be important, and most enjoyed 
being with them, often lamenting the limited time that they could spend together.  A few admitted 
to being stressed by contact, either because having to deal with former partners fuelled 
interparental hostility and conflict, or because of it always ending in sad farewells.  For twenty-
one participants, contact frequency had remained stable since separation, for four it had increased, 
and for nine it had decreased.  Four participants were dissatisfied with the frequency of their 
contact, and five would like more contact with their children. 
 
Several participants spoke of the great lengths they went to in order to spend time with children.  
Richard and Russell drive for two to three hours each alternate weekend to collect and return 
children.  Jason, whose nine-year-old son spends four nights each alternate weekend and one or 
two nights between contact weekends with him, drives forty to fifty minutes to collect and return 
his son, a cost which he accepts as part of his increasingly enjoyable parental responsibility: 
‘I do six hundred kilometres a week, which is a bit of a problem, but it is just part of 
it…since he has got older we have increased the time [he spends with me] …I am falling more 
into place with it…I am feeling more comfortable being a father’. 
 
David was one of four fathers dissatisfied with the amount of their contact.  After accepting legal 
advice that he would not get shared residence of his son, David arranged with his former partner  
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for the child to spend alternate weekends from Friday evening to the commencement of school on 
Monday morning, and three weeks of school holidays with him.  He was unhappy with the limited 
time he had with his son because it severely restricted the parental influence he could have on his 
son, and affected the way they related to each other: 
 ‘it is difficult getting into the mode of being his father after not being there for twelve days 
and then being there for three days (sic) before being out of it again…straight away you don’t get 
into stride…I notice a significant difference when I have him for an extended period during school 
holidays in how we relate to each other’. 
 
Four fathers admitted to feeling the pressure to be ‘Disneyland Dads’ during contact periods.  
David said that he had resisted it by assuming what he perceived to be a normal parental role with 
his son, but Robert initially had showered his daughter with gifts: 
 ‘I used to spoil my daughter rotten in those early days.  I used to live with my parents and 
when she walked in the door, she had stereos and videos, she had everything she wanted.  My 
mum used to tell me “you spoil her”, but what was I supposed to do?  I only see her two days a 
week’.  
 
In speaking of their telephone contact with children, participants supported the results of the 
quantitative data that it generally complements, rather than compensates for, face-to-face contact.  
Some welcomed the opportunity that telephone contact gave them to stay abreast of what was 
happening in children’s daily routine.  Russell, for example, claimed that his nightly telephone 
calls during the six months he was studying overseas allowed him to keep in touch with his son’s 
life.  Others, however, were frustrated with telephone contact because it allowed some mothers to 
assume a strong gatekeeping role by either frequently claiming children were unavailable to 
answer calls, or by hovering in the background and interfering in children’s conversations:  
‘I try to ring now and the phone is turned down or he is never home or “ring tomorrow 
night, the phone is being used, you can’t talk to him”…it is just a game the whole time…she 
knows how to get me going’ (Lindsay). 
  ‘what it comes down to [is that] I can hear Eileen [his former partner] in the background 
telling Alan [his son] what to say to me.  When the kid does want to get up and have a loopy 
conversation, telling me what he did, he says “I have to go dad”.  “why?”   
“mum says so”.  He rings me up to talk to me and she cuts it short…you can hear the expression 
in his voice “I am talking to dad” (Glen). 
 
 173
 
7.3.2. OBSTACLES TO CONTACT 
Work commitments, former partners, distance and children were the most commonly cited 
obstacles to contact.  Ten participants, some of whom had the opportunity to work flexible hours, 
complained that work created a real barrier to them spending more time with children or 
interfered with the time spent with them.  Aaron, who sees his daughter during the week and is 
heavily involved in her school, nevertheless commented: ‘I feel it [work] is an impediment 
because I would like to work less and see more of her’.  Phillip, whose daughter stays three nights 
per week with him, stated: ‘working full-time is an obstacle [even though] I am always able to get 
time off when I need it’.  Darren complained that he sometimes has to work on weekends when his 
son is with him, so ‘I don’t get to spend much time with him…but if I don’t work, I don’t survive’. 
 
Nine participants nominated former partners as obstacles to contact, but some recognised that it 
was more a matter of the interparental tension making contact difficult than of former partners 
denying contact.  As examples, Kyle complained about his former partner who, being unwilling to 
work, is creating constant tension between them by always asking him for money, and Larry saw 
the lack of interparental communication as an impediment to his contact with his son.  Hal, who 
spends alternate weekends with his daughter, which is about all he can manage because of the 
distance between them, also identified interparental tension as a deterrent to contact: 
 ‘I didn’t want to ring Emily [his daughter] up because I would have to talk to her [former 
partner] on the phone…she is very good about making me feel guilty about things…I could never 
do anything right.  If she has anything to say to me, it is usually bad news.  I don’t want to talk to 
her’.  
 
John, however, attributed the breakdown of his contact with his son solely to his former partner’s 
open defiance of contact orders: ‘in the end, she said no, you are not having him’.   Neville 
described his former partner’s gatekeeping as an obstacle because: ‘she [former partner] keeps a 
tight guard on her [his daughter].  She is an only child from my wife’s (sic) point of view’.  As 
cited above, some participants also accused former partners of making telephone contact with 
children very difficult.  
 
Four participants, who generally undertook all transport involved in contact, identified distance as 
an obstacle.  For those in large cities, the distance travelled was not necessarily great, but city 
traffic meant long trips at the start and conclusion of contact.  Richard, whose former partner had 
moved away with his daughter, said that he drives for three hours on alternate Friday evenings to 
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collect his daughter.  He arrives back home in the early Saturday mornings before having again to 
do the return trip on Sunday afternoons.  He admitted that, when his former partner moved away, 
‘it took a few months before my internal and psychological anger settled down’.  
 
Two participants saw their children as obstacles to contact.  Ralph has no contact because he has 
accepted the wish of his seven-year-old daughter not to see him at all.  Mitchell, living in the same 
rural town as his eight-year-old son and former partner, indicated that he sometimes spends two or 
three hours after work with his son, who simply refuses to stay overnight.  He attributed the 
limited contact to his son’s reticence to be separated from his mother for any length of time, 
believing: 
 ‘he [his son] does want to see me and is very protective of his mum, I suppose, and he 
wants to spend more time with her.  He is quite content to be with me but he would always prefer 
to be with his mother.  If I take him back late, he gets very worried’.  
 
7.3.3. SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT  
Three participants spoke of being regularly involved with children’s schools.  Some, however, had 
succeeded in getting schools to forward children’s reports and school newsletters to them.  Those 
fathers, whose former partners passed on such relevant information, were generally not concerned 
at having little or no involvement with schools, but others confirmed that schools’ practice and 
policy tended to keep them on the fringe of children’s lives.   
 
Jason, Phillip and Aaron spoke of their regular involvement with schools.  Jason’s involvement 
consisted of playing with his son before and after school, while Phillip and Aaron, both self-
employed professionals, were formally involved in reading groups at the school.  They believed 
that the schools recognised them as parents by forwarding them important notes and newsletters, 
but they attested to relying on former partners for copies of school reports.  Phillip, who lives in 
the same suburb as his daughter, scored above the mean on the measure of parental involvement 
and very much valued this link with her school:  
 ‘I am involved in part of Pauline’s [daughter] schooling and that has always been 
important for me.  I didn’t just want to be involved of a weekend.  I wanted to participate in all the 
other bits of growing up as well and I was able to structure my work to accommodate that’. 
 
Russell and Larry, both professionals able to re-organise work commitments, also felt 
acknowledged as parents by their children’s private schools, despite having to request inclusion in 
the mailing list for school notices.  Russell’s resolve to be involved in his son’s schooling was 
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exemplified by his preparedness to travel over three hundred kilometres each way to attend a 
Fathers’ Day breakfast with his son.  He admitted that this was possible because he could arrange 
his surgical commitments around the event: 
 ‘I will take time out to do that because I am in private practice.  I can spend a few hours 
with him at those critical times when it is nice to have a parent around…and I do make an effort 
to try to do that’.  
 
John, who lives in the same rural town as his son, and Richard, who is now repartnered with three 
stepchildren, were among those who expressed dissatisfaction with schools’ attitude towards 
them:   
 ‘I get no input from the school at all.  I would like to know how he is getting on…I went up 
to the school to see about getting school reports.  I got one, but none since, despite the fact that I 
asked.  Then again, it is a small community and people tend to take sides’ (John). 
 ‘if I went to school and requested to see my daughter, I would not be allowed to without 
prior permission from the mother…you become a second-class citizen in their eyes’ (Richard).  
 
 
7.3.4. PARENTAL AUTHORITY 
Most of the eleven participants, who spoke of parental authority, were unhappy with their little 
opportunity to share in parental decisions.  Lindsay felt very much excluded from his son’s life 
once his former partner had moved interstate with their child.  Claiming not even to know what 
school his son attends, Lindsay was frustrated by his powerlessness as a parent: 
 ‘not seeing him, that is the hardest part, and not having any real input into what he 
does…he is in cubs and things like that…I would love to take him to those sorts of things…I can’t 
find a thing out…I would like to find out what he is doing at cubs and things like that…I would 
love to have his school report…I feel like I don’t exist …it has been hard but when I get him for 
those few weeks, it is worth every bit of it…I just get so upset when I can’t get hold of him…if she 
[child’s mother] does not put him on a plane, there is nothing I can do about it…the court won’t 
do anything in such a short time’.  
 
Brad, who was keenly aware of his limited opportunity to be a responsible parent to his twelve-
year-old daughter, was hurt by his former partner’s charge that he is irresponsible:  
 ‘how can I be a responsible parent when I am not involved in any decision making for the 
child…I don’t know from one day to the next where she is or what she is doing…every decision 
about the child’s upbringing is entirely taken out of my hands’. 
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Brad’s frustration seems to be exacerbated by his resolve to be different from his own father, who 
had worked two jobs and was rarely at home.  Keen to be available for, and close to his daughter, 
Brad had to readjust his goal following the separation.  With some sadness and a sense of 
urgency, he commented:  
 ‘I think basically what I really want her to have is the security of knowing I was there as a 
dad…it doesn’t matter what happens, I am here, warts and all…I am still here, I am still your 
dad, just use me as a dad…that is what I am a resource to use’. 
 
Walter’s comments were consistent with his below-average scores on measures of parental 
authority and his satisfaction with it.  His sense of powerlessness extended to such a simple matter 
as transport arrangements for his son’s contact weekends:  
 ‘now I am allowed access one weekend a month, and there is a lot of carry on if I don’t get 
him back by 6PM…she argued she doesn’t want him travelling and doesn’t want my [adult] 
children bringing him up because they are under twenty-five…we suggested he travel by train but 
she would not allow that’. 
 
In contrast to these dissatisfied fathers, Jason was one of three participants, who were pleased 
with their parental authority.  He seemed delighted that he and his former partner are able to 
present a united front to his son, and his comment was consistent with his significantly high 
scores on role satisfaction, parental authority and satisfaction with authority: 
 ‘we [former partner and he] got to the point of sitting down over a cup of coffee and going 
through things because Joe [his son] does play us off against each other’. 
 
Mitchell, too, appreciated the opportunity his former partner gave him to exercise some parental 
authority with respect to his son, and was able to acknowledge the potential tension from both 
parents being involved: 
 ‘I am very much satisfied by Monica’s [former partner] consulting me regarding our son.  
I am part of the decision making in his life.  When we don’t see it the same way, we just have to 
talk about it, just as we would have done so if we were together.  People tend to overlook that.  I 
think a lot of people tend to overlook that we are different’.   
 
7.3.5. CONTRIBUTION TO CHILDREN’S DEVELOPMENT 
Participants had opposing views about their contribution to children’s development.  Six were 
despondent about it and five framed their small contribution in terms of simply ‘being there’ for  
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children when needed.  Daniel’s remark was consistent with his sense of being distanced from his 
son:  
 ‘I feel there is nothing I can give him from this sort of aspect at this point in time.  I let him 
know I love him verbally and I try to show my care and love for him when he is down, but it is not 
returned…I don’t think there is anything I can offer him other than a home if he decides to come 
down this way’.  
 
Mike, whose daughter spends alternate weekends with him, also spoke of his little influence on 
her, reluctantly accepting that he can only be there for her: 
 ‘I don’t know that I can have a huge amount of impact…I think that the only impact I can 
have is that I can say I am always here for you…she knows I love her’. 
 
Twelve participants recognised their parental contribution to be different from that offered by 
children’s mothers.  Hal, a manager, described himself as ‘an honourable person’.  He spent 
several hours travelling on alternate weekends to collect and return his daughter for contact.  
Without any apparent bitterness, he saw his parental contribution as different from, and less 
significant than, her mother’s contribution: 
 ‘I think that one of the greatest things I can give her is just the father-daughter friendship.  
I think it is different to the mother-daughter friendship.  I think there is something about a mother-
daughter friendship.  I haven’t been able to put my finger on it.  I haven’t been able to work it out, 
but I think every daughter needs their mother but am not sure they need their father as much…she 
survives quite well without me being there.  That is something else that is hard to come to grips 
with, but she does survive without me…it would be a shame if it was any other way…that would 
be a problem, but it is not a problem’. 
 
Four participants saw their unique parental contribution to be their capacity to compensate for, or 
counteract, mothers’ influence on children: 
 ‘Balance…in my call, Susan [child’s mother] is quite narrow-minded generally because of 
her own life experiences.  My life experiences are so much broader in that I deal with a wide and 
varied cross section of people day to day, so the balance is what I can give’ (Manuel). 
‘‘some sense of sanity, I suppose…[her] mum is a bit of a scatterbrain.  I think I can give 
her some experiences and reasonable advice, well-founded advice’ (Adam). 
‘I would like to ensure he is more stable in his life.  I don’t think his mother has been 
stable and I really hope he doesn’t turn out like that’ (Walter). 
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For Jason, his unique parental contribution lay in strengthening his son’s relationship with his 
mother.  Apart from wanting his son to know that he was always there for him, Jason was also 
keen to foster his son’s closeness to his mother: 
 ‘I am very conscious of speaking highly of Judith [former partner] to him…[I say to him] 
your mum is going to be your best friend in the whole world…when everyone deserts you when 
the going gets tough, mum is always going to be there…yes, rather than dad’. 
 
7.3.6. ATTITUDE TO DISENGAGEMENT 
Participants reflected quite varied attitudes towards nonresident fathers who disengage from 
children.  Some simply could not comprehend such behaviour, some could understand fathers 
who disengage even though they had never thought of it as a option for themselves, and others not 
only understood it, but had at some time contemplated it. 
 
Among the eleven, who could not comprehend disengagement from children, some saw it as a 
dereliction of parental responsibility.  Hal, who recorded a low score on the measure of role 
adjustment, viewed dimly those who disengage from children: 
 ‘I really can’t understand guys who walk away from their kids.  They are your 
responsibility.  I can’t understand it at all…it doesn’t make sense.  I don’t think it should ever 
come to that.  You have to stop the anger; things are not going to go your way, you have to give a 
bit.  If the kids mean anything to you, do whatever you have to do’.  
 
Most of the eight, who could understand disengagement, saw it as a strategy for easing the intense 
pain involved in remaining in children’s lives, a pain stemming not so much from the father-child 
relationship, but from having to continue dealing with former partners.  Kyle, for whom 
fatherhood lacked salience, denied ever contemplating disengagement, but was not surprised that 
some do: 
 ‘I can understand and have some empathy now with fathers who feel it is all too hard and 
just walk away from their kids…if you wanted to get defensive and wanted relief from the tension.  
After separation, your ex is part of your life for ever, you are in each other’s life for ever and that 
simple fact creates an incredible amount of tension and I can understand guys thinking it is all too 
frigging hard’. 
 
Five participants acknowledged a change in their attitude towards disengaged fathers as a result of 
their own experience of nonresident fathering.  Fabio had initially resorted to litigation to prevent 
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his former partner and son moving over one thousand kilometres away from him.  He then later 
agreed to them going, despite believing his former partner wanted to move ‘only to get up my 
nose…and to limit my contact with my son’.  After mother and son had returned to live nearby one 
year later, Fabio then moved back to a rural property some five hours from his child.  As a result, 
contact with his son was restricted to school holidays.  Nevertheless, Fabio claimed that he 
‘craved’ for his son to spend more time with him as he gets older, and hoped that he would one 
day ‘come and live with me’.  Fabio now understood fathers who disengaged from children:  
 ‘I used to work with a chap who walked away from his child.  He said it was just too 
difficult to get contact with his child.  At the time I could not believe how he could do that, but I do 
now, but I could never walk away from Drew [his son]’. 
 
Daniel was one of three fathers, who admitted to having thought of disengaging.  As reported 
earlier, Daniel considered his relationship with his son to be quite tenuous.  After relating one 
incident where his son had thrown a tantrum at the airport at contact changeover, Daniel recalled 
that he had been on the verge of disengaging: 
 ‘I can understand guys walking away from their kids.  I am virtually at that stage…tired of 
the pain, basically just tired of banging my head against a brick wall’.  
 
7.3.7. SUMMARY 
Most participants attested to seeing their children frequently and regularly, sometimes at great 
cost and despite various obstacles.  They intimated that their overall engagement, however, was 
frequently restricted by a tenuous connection with children’s schools and by a limited opportunity 
to exercise parental authority.  Many acknowledged their unique contribution to children’s 
adjustment and development, yet lamented their limited opportunity to influence them.  Although 
unable to accept disengagement from children as a viable strategy for themselves, some did not 
condemn those who disengage.  They saw it more in terms of their attempt to ease pain and hurt 
rather than as an intentional abandonment of parental responsibility.   
 
7.4. NONRESIDENT FATHERING 
Participants reflected on their own fathers and spoke of their experience of fathering after 
separation.  They nominated aspects of their separated family’s functioning, which they would 
like to change, and offered advice to newly separated nonresident fathers.  Their comments 
provide some insight into their positive and negative experiences of nonresident fathering.  This 
section deals with participants’ relationship with their own fathers, their adjustment to nonresident  
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fathering, and the impact of separation on their fathering.  It also refers to the salience that 
fatherhood carries for them, their role satisfaction and role strain.  
 
7.4.1. INFLUENCE OF OWN FATHERS 
Participants reflected on their childhood experiences of being fathered and the influence, which 
their fathers had exercised on their own fathering, particularly prior to separation.  Approximately 
half of those who spoke of their own fathers said that, as children, they had enjoyed a good 
relationship with them, although some believed they had become even closer to them in 
adulthood.  Most spoke of their fathers fulfilling the traditional provider role within the family.  
They sometimes lamented their fathers’ limited availability as the result of such a role, although it 
is unclear whether they felt fathers’ absence during childhood, or came to regret it only on 
becoming adults, or even fathers.  Mitchell, for example, spoke of his good relationship with his 
father, whose work prevented him from spending much time with the family.  Claiming to have 
grown up in a ‘fairly close family environment’ where he was reasonably close to his father, 
Mitchell described his father: 
‘I think my father put a higher price, and still does, on being a provider rather than 
interacting…his main priority was to make sure food was on the table…not that he didn’t spend 
time with us, but it wasn’t a lot of time’. 
 
Of the three participants, who described their fathers as sometimes resorting to corporal 
punishment, Daniel was the only one to accuse his father of abuse.  In rather dramatic terms, he 
reported:  
 ‘he was very violent towards me…he was a semi-professional boxer at one stage.  Even 
though he walked away from the ring, he hadn’t given up the practice…I was his punching bag on 
many occasions…I was never close to him…I had to stop myself from laughing at his funeral’. 
 
All but two participants acknowledged that their own experience of being fathered had influenced 
their own fathering.  Twenty attested to having made real efforts to be different from their own 
fathers, whose influence they had seen as negative.  Some recognised that their resolve to be 
different from their own fathers arose partly from significant changes to family life that had 
recently occurred.  They were aware of the pressure on contemporary fathers to be more available 
and involved with children.  Six participants, however, deliberately tried to avoid what they saw 
as their own fathers’ defective parental behaviour.  John, whose relationship with his father had 
broken down in recent years, was adamant: 
 ‘I never wanted to be like that…to resort to a belt or whatever was handy…I don’t belt my 
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son because my father did…I don’t drink…my father would come home and into the beer and 
would get drunk.  I vowed never to be like that…I can honestly say I have never been drunk in my 
life’.  
 
Twelve participants attested to their fathers’ positive influence by trying to model their own 
fathering on them.  Noel, despite having been closer to his mother than to his father, whose work 
as a truck driver often kept him away from home, nevertheless believed that his father had 
influenced him positively: 
 ‘in some respects my dad’s fathering of me has influenced my fathering.  He would not let 
me swear.  I will not let her [his daughter] swear.  Just normal things, I try to bring similar things 
to my fathering’. 
 
7.4.2. ROLE ADJUSTMENT 
For nonresident fathers, adjustment to their new parental role is part of their overall adjustment to 
separation, which usually results in them losing family and day-to-day involvement with children.  
For those, who did not initiate the separation, it often also entails an element of shock and 
sometimes denial.  Participants’ comments verify the substantial variations in time it took them to 
adjust.  Jeremy attested ‘it probably took me a few months to get on with life’, and Phillip that ‘it 
probably took me a good year to settle down’.  Sam said ‘it took on the outside about twelve to 
eighteen months, but on the inside it probably took me about three years because there was 
always that love there and that really hard, really stretching feeling’, whereas Jim stated ‘it took 
me about four years to get over it’.  Several participants admitted that they initially did not cope 
very well the loss and hurt of separation, so were unable to function adequately for a time.  Some 
conceded that they had gone close to ‘losing it’, and may well have done so without the continued 
support of family and friends.  
 
Participants sometimes referred to various strategies, not all useful, which they had adopted to 
help them deal with the early post-separation pain.  Hal seemed to regret what he had 
subsequently come to view as his unhelpful strategy: ‘yes, I was out partying and had a few drinks 
and did a few stupid things.  Yes, I over-reacted, no doubt about that’.  Darren, too, admitted to 
abusing alcohol in those early days of separation: ‘I used to drink quite a bit where I would leave 
the pub and lose two to three hours before I got home, but I think it was me being a kid again’.  
Ralph cited work as his coping strategy: ‘I threw myself into work to try to forget what was going 
on’, and Adam turned to rigorous physical exercise in an attempt to blunt the pain. 
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Perhaps with the value of hindsight, a few participants warned newly separated nonresident 
fathers against adopting destructive strategies.  Jim advised: ‘don’t look for a quick fix.  It is going 
to take time to get over it…getting a new partner can be a trap…basically avoid hitting the grog’.  
Neville, a high scorer on the Self-control measure, also advised against quick remedies, and urged 
them to work through the difficult adjustment period after separation:  
 ‘I think a big trap is that, when your wife first leaves, you tend to hit the grog…or you look 
for something that will make you feel better.  In my case it didn’t affect me in that I took to 
exercise and sport more so than looking for something to see me through the hard times, though I 
did spend the first year on my own.  I never went out, I never socialised, I just wanted to be on my 
own…my own way of dealing with the situation…fortunately I got through that and came out the 
other end ok…but I see a lot of people, nonresident fathers look for quick fixes often alcohol, 
drugs or women, especially women…they often think “oh I will just go and get another woman 
and that will make me feel a lot better”…I don’t think that is the right way to go…I mean 
sometimes you just need to take stock of a situation, let things settle down, get your head around 
things, get your finances back into control and, once your life starts to pick up, then you can start 
looking at some of these other things’. 
 
Some participants identified their reduced involvement in children’s daily lives as the most 
difficult aspect of role adjustment.  Carl suggested it took him some time to come to accept his 
changed parental role:  
‘I wasn’t very happy about it [not being in child’s life]…it took me a long time to adjust 
to it, but what could I do’? 
  
7.4.3. IMPACT OF SEPARATION ON FATHERING 
Seven participants thought that they had become better fathers since separation, three that they 
were worse fathers because of their limited opportunity to fulfil the father-role, and two that they 
were both better and worse fathers.  Although an optimistic assessment of their post-separation 
fathering could stem from some participants’ strong need to cling to a belief in their continued 
relevance as parents, their comments commonly reflected a deeper awareness of what it means to 
be a father, because of their short time with children. 
 
David conceded that he had left most of parental responsibility for his son to his former partner 
prior to separation.  He recognised and seemed pleased with his present greater involvement with 
his son: 
 ‘I am a better dad since separation.  I think that the advantage I have in separation is that  
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I get time for Nathan [his son] and me which I probably would not have got if she [former partner] 
was around…I am absolutely more involved with Nathan over a shorter time’. 
 
Tom had assumed responsibility for two stepchildren, a twelve-year-old girl and a six-year-old 
boy, when he had married in his early forties.  On reflection, he described those early days of 
stepfathering and then of fathering his own child as somewhat of a challenge, but realised that 
experience had taught him much about parenting.  Tom, too, considered himself to be a better 
father because separation had provided him with a greater opportunity to be involved with his 
twelve-year-old daughter:  
 ‘I think I am better as a parent now, having more empathy and anticipating what Alana 
[his daughter] would be more interested in doing…before separation I wasn’t exactly encouraged 
to be involved with Alana as I am now’. 
 
Rodney, who admitted to having had to ‘work out fathering skills for myself’ because his own 
father had died when he was seven, was one of the few participants who considered his parenting 
had not improved since separation.  Even though he spends alternate weekends with his son, and 
consistently discusses him with his former partner, Rodney appeared reluctant to rate himself as a 
better father since separation, even though he now spends ‘quality time’ with his son: 
 ‘I don’t think I am a better father since separation…it is much of a muchness.  I probably 
make a point of doing more in the time I have him…the time we spend together is probably more 
quality than the average father-son would be, I suppose’. 
 
7.4.4. FATHERHOOD SALIENCE  
Fatherhood was highly salient for some participants.  Graham, who had married at the age of 
thirty-four after travelling the world for some years, was initially surprised by the extent to which 
he enjoyed fathering.  Graham had nevertheless consented to his former partner and daughter 
relocating to the other side of the continent shortly after separation, which reduced his contact to 
one holiday period per year.  Subsequent to them returning to their home state, Graham’s frequent 
contact with his daughter has resumed, and he spoke of his willingness to sacrifice his own 
romantic relationship for her sake:  
 ‘if I am told [by a new partner] that I can’t do something with my daughter because it 
intrudes [on my relationship with her], I don’t want a bar of it…I know it is hard but that is the 
way it is’. 
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Tom, whose difficult adjustment to an instant family at a mature age was noted above, also 
indicated how much he appreciated being a father.  His comment was consistent with his above-
average score on the measure of fatherhood salience: 
 ‘had I realised that I would have to go through all the hooha that one has to go through--
the process of separation and divorce is quite demanding, I would not have bothered to get 
married.  But Alana is the bonus and that has made it very worthwhile’.  
 
Serge, one of seven children, spoke of his own father’s negative influence on him.  Describing 
their relationship as ‘distant’, Serge nevertheless reacted badly to his father’s death: ‘because I 
felt I never had a father and I was determined that my boy was not going to die wondering if his 
father loved him’.  With such determination, Serge scored in the top three percent of respondents 
on the measure of fatherhood salience.  He remarked:  
 ‘not everybody cares about their kids as much as I do…when I married and had my own 
kid it was wonderful…being a father was very important.  It made me realise why some parents of 
the kids I taught stuck up for their little buggers’. 
 
Fatherhood carried a low salience for Ralph.  As previously seen, Ralph had moved interstate with 
his new partner and step-son, accepting his daughter’ wish not to see him.  His only contact with 
her for over two years had been to send her birthday and Christmas cards.  Frankly, he remarked: 
 ‘I am resigned to the fact that she is over there doing what she wants to do and as I said 
the door is open if she decides to contact me.  I am fairly locked in to what I am doing over 
here…although I think about her occasionally it doesn’t really trouble me greatly.  Yes, I 
explained to Sonya [his daughter] what was happening when I went around to get some paper 
signed.  I told her what was happening and she seemed happy with that.  I told her she could come 
over if she wanted to or I could come and get her…I really haven’t been doing a great deal of 
fathering as such.  It is not causing me a great deal of distress at this stage and probably won’t 
…as I said, I am not really a kid person as such…I have trouble relating to young children.  I am 
still coming to grips with relating to my stepson.  It is becoming easier as he gets older.  I 
probably don’t have as much contact with him as I should.  I am out at work a lot and when I do 
get home I have various other things to do.’ 
 
7.4.5. ROLE SATISFACTION 
One third of participants spoke of positive aspects of their nonresident fathering, without 
necessarily denying its inherent difficulties.  Four of them were pleased with the opportunity to 
now spend quality time with children.  Larry, whose profession and economic status allowed him 
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to rearrange his work commitments in order to spend more time with his son, was indicative of 
fathers who had come to relish the time spent with children: 
 ‘the huge plus is the amount of quality time I spend with him now…I would reserve half 
the holidays from working.  Originally, I thought it might affect my business but it hasn’t and it 
has had a far more positive flow on in terms of my relationship with James’ [his son].  
 
Three participants were pleased with their opportunity to now assume greater parental 
responsibility by making decisions regarding children.  They appreciated not only that former 
partners could not constantly monitor them, but also that they no longer left parental decisions to 
former partners.  Jason’s comment was typical of their position: 
 ‘I find that I can have a lot more control over what I do with Joe [his son]…I feel not 
being monitored, I have a lot more control and a lot more freedom over Joe…when we were 
together, I couldn’t do a thing right…it was a constant you are not doing the right thing, but when 
we separated it was up to me to do what I saw was the right thing’. 
  
Three participants enjoyed the greater freedom from responsibility, the more time for themselves 
and the escape from an unhappy or dysfunctional relationship, which nonresident fathering 
provided them.  Mitchell realised that this freedom came at a price and pondered ‘whether or not 
it is a good trade-off for missing out on the day-to-day stuff’.  Rodney reported having been 
unhappy in his marriage for a considerable time prior to his wife’s decision to separate.  Although 
he spends alternate weekends with his son, he relished the freedom and relief he now enjoys: 
 ‘apart from the freedom to do as I wish…the main plus is that the alternative to being 
separated would be living in a less than perfect marriage.  There is not the tension now for me 
that there was’. 
 
7.4.6. ROLE STRAIN 
Almost all participants spoke of stressful aspects of nonresident fathering.  As sources of stress, 
they identified the loss of daily involvement with children, separating from them at the conclusion 
of contact, and balancing parental responsibilities with new relationships.  Relationships with 
former partners also caused several participants considerable stress, and one father was disturbed 
by the thought of another being father to his child.   
 
Twelve participants referred to the pain of missing out on daily events in children’s lives.  Mike, 
who admitted to having been a workaholic prior to separation, recorded a low score on the 
measure of fatherhood salience.  Possibly emotionally fragile after two nervous breakdowns, he 
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cried as he spoke of his sense of failure as a father and his loss of ordinary, everyday involvement 
with his daughter.  He was seemingly more distressed because of his strong wish to be better than 
his own father, about whom he said ‘I could have a better conversation with a brick wall’.  Mike’s 
comment reflected his high score on the measure of role strain:  
 ‘I wanted to be every thing for my child that my parents weren’t for me.  When we 
separated I somehow felt that it was taken away from me and I had problems dealing with that.  I 
recall one lady said to me when I was living with my aunt “you are getting your unit and are 
seeing Madeleine [his daughter] every fortnight”, and I said to her “you just don’t understand, do 
you, you just don’t understand…she is not in my life every day”.  That is what they didn’t 
understand…it is still painful just to talk about it.  It is not like I can come home of a night and 
ask what did you do at school today, what did you learn…all that has been taken away from me’. 
 
Despite having moved back to the town where his daughter lives to enable him to attend school 
functions and to have more contact with her, Neville was distressed by his limited opportunity to 
be involved in her everyday life.  His resolve to be better than his own father, whom he described 
as ‘distant’, could have intensified his role strain.  Neville remarked: 
 ‘the things that worry me is that I can’t be there when she has troubles at school or things 
are going on, or she feels insecure.  I can’t be there to help her.  I am not there to help her with 
homework…it is very frustrating not being able to help her…I wish I could contribute a lot 
more…I look back at my own father and think he could have done more, so I am going to try to do 
more in my life’. 
 
Despite spending considerable amounts of time with his daughter, Aaron was also distressed by 
being on the fringe of her life.  A self-employed professional, Aaron takes reading groups at his 
daughter’s school each week and has her stay overnight two to three times per week.  
Nevertheless, he found being in his child’s life on a piecemeal basis somewhat unreal and 
restrictive:  
 ‘the problem is that you never have normality after separation.  I think what every one 
forgets that when you divorce your wife, you are also divorcing your child to a degree.  For me, 
the pleasure is to go home every night and see my daughter, read to her every night and see her in 
the morning, have time to fight with her and overcome the fight.  Whereas when you see her on 
Thursday afternoon, you have to have a good time.  You don’t want to fight because if she goes to 
school in Friday morning in a bad space, you don’t have the chance to repair the damage that is 
done by seeing her on Friday afternoon…so every time feels that it has to be a special time’. 
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As a consequence of not being involved in children’s everyday lives, some spoke of their sense of 
isolation when attending children’s schools or cultural functions.  They found it difficult to be 
among other parents, who tended to know each other, while they were the ‘odd man out’ in such 
gatherings.  Richard spoke of a similar sense of isolation experienced when his child talks about 
her friends whom he does not know or is unable even to picture. 
 
The grief of not being involved in children’s everyday lives was intensified for some fathers when 
they returned children at the conclusion of contact periods.  Robert, whose contact arrangement 
with his eight-year-old daughter tended to be flexible and informal, described his grief at not 
being in her life all the time:  
 ‘dropping her back off on Sunday afternoon and having to give her back…when she comes 
to see you and brings things to you and shows you things she has made during the week, you feel 
you should have been there to help her…I think about Bree [his daughter] all the time and wonder 
who is taking her out of the bath and those sorts of things’. 
 
Some experienced nonresident-father role strain in their attempts to balance relationships with 
children and new partners.  Kyle whose son, as earlier reported, refuses to stay when Kyle’s new 
partner and child are present, clearly felt the pressure of the situation: 
 ‘it creates the situation where I have to live two separate lives…it is not unknown for her 
[present partner] to tally up the number of minutes I have spent with Nick [his son] during the 
week and taken away from her and our daughter.  When you consider how I have to manage time 
to have someone say to me you spent an extra fifteen minutes with him than the allocated time, 
that is no fun’. 
 
Tom, a manager, spoke of the stress in balancing his social life with his parental responsibility for 
his twelve-year-old daughter, who spends every weekend with him: 
 ‘this is probably the only difficulty with Alana [his daughter]…the interaction between a 
child and my lady.  I am protective of both sides, I guess.  I think it is very confusing for a child if 
dad has a different lady each week.  I haven’t put Alana through that …[the strain is] balancing 
social life with paternal responsibilities’. 
 
Their lack of parental authority and their loss of relevance to children stressed four participants.  
Neville’s comment was consistent with his significantly low score on the measure of satisfaction 
with parental authority: 
 ‘the most frustrating thing is that I don’t seem to have much of a say in areas which I 
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could have the opportunity to do so…I can’t give her the experience of cultural type activities or 
sporting activities…sometimes I think I would really like to show her things and take her places 
but don’t have the opportunity under current arrangements’. 
 
Participants commonly cited strained relationships with former partners as stressful.  Brad was 
one of many who wished for better relationships with former partners.  Consistent with his 
significantly high score on the measure of interparental conflict, Brad accused his former partner 
of constantly criticising his parenting capacity and of demonising him to mutual friends.  Seeing 
himself as blameless, ‘I have done nothing to this woman’, he was exasperated by his inability to 
change their interaction: 
‘it has got to the stage where it has totally and utterly worn me out.  I want a good 
relationship with this woman because of my daughter, but I can’t have it and the more I try, the 
more it eludes me and the worse the whole relationship becomes and I don’t know how to 
approach it…I don’t know how to handle it any more’.  
 
Rory was the only participant to speak of being stressed by another man negatively influencing 
his child.  Describing his separation as a ‘hostile takeover’, he explained that before their 
separation his wife had begun a relationship with her friend’s husband.  He lamented that shortly 
after separating ‘ there is another man rooting my wife in my bed’.  Rory was pleased that his 
twelve-year-old daughter now spends three or four nights per week with him, but at times found it 
difficult to return her home because he has a poor opinion of her stepfather who, he alleged, 
abuses alcohol and fights with the child’s mother: 
 ‘sometimes I have had a really good weekend and then I have had to drop her off to let 
some other man raise her.  Once I dropped her home and her mother wasn’t home…and the other 
fellow was there with their new kid…and I thought [expletive] her mother is not home and I am 
offloading my kid onto a stranger’. 
 
Despite the length of time since separation, two participants anticipated that they could escape the 
stress and loneliness of nonresident fathering by reconciling with former partners.  Jeremy, a 
forty-year-old unskilled worker, had previously been divorced.  He spoke of his wish to reconcile 
because it would make fathering ‘so much easier’ and would also reduce his disappointment and 
sense of failure at not providing his daughter with an intact family experience.  Jeremy admitted 
that, after his own parents had separated, he had felt ‘a bit abandoned’ and had become 
‘withdrawn and a loner’.  
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7.4.7. SUMMARY 
Most participants wanted to be better parents than their own fathers had been, particularly by 
being more available to children.  Although some acknowledged their fathers as having been good 
providers, they lamented, at least on reaching adulthood, the cost to them of such a one-
dimensional parental role.  Most indicated that they initially had difficulty adjusting to 
nonresident fathering.  Participants varied greatly in their ability to cope with the loss of family 
and the changes to their parental role, which supports evidence from the quantitative data, which 
showed the influence of personality characteristics on post-separation adjustment.  Some 
participants recognised that one positive outcome of the separation was that they had become 
better fathers.  Most took seriously their parental responsibility, which many met at considerable 
personal and financial cost, and which reflected a heavy commitment to their children, whatever 
their motivation.  Nonresident fathering, which brought more stress than satisfaction to 
participants, had some advantages by creating an opportunity for participants to play a greater, 
more focused parental role in the separated family.   
 
7.5. CHILD SUPPORT  
Child support was an issue for most participants, ten of whom identified it as being, at one stage, a 
cause of interparental tension.  They were upset with the formula by which their child support 
responsibility was calculated and its impact on their standard of living.  They also complained 
about their lack of input into the spending of child support payments, the CSA’s manner of 
operation and their treatment by the CSA.  
 
7.5.1. CHILD SUPPORT ASSESSMENT  
Most participants reported that the CSA had assessed the amount of child support they were to 
pay.  Three of them, Phillip, Serge and Walter, had no complaints about the level of assessment.  
Phillip thought it had worked fairly, Serge did not think it was his place to question a formula 
which more intelligent people than he had calculated, and Walter, currently unemployed, was 
content with the assessment for him to pay the minimum amount of child support.  
 
Eleven participants, however, voiced a variety of complaints about their child support assessment.  
Manuel was upset by what he saw as the outdated model of family on which the assessment 
formula was based.  He was further distressed that his assessment was not reduced following the 
birth of his new child simply because he and the child’s mother were not married:  
‘I think the system is archaic…I suppose some years ago, were I the man in the family, I 
earn the money and here is your housekeeping money.  In this day and age, it is not like that.  
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Money comes into the family and there are joint accounts…it is a whole different ball game from 
when I was a child’. 
‘because Toni [his new partner] and I are not married, CSA tells me that I have no legal 
obligation to Craig [his son].  I said “what would happen if I left Toni?”  “Oh, yes, she could 
apply for child support”.  “So you got me on a technicality”.  The rest of the law looks at defacto 
relationships differently.  I am not going to race out and sign a piece of paper just to satisfy a 
section of the law…I am going to get married because I want to get married’. 
 
Five participants were upset that the CSA fails, when making child support assessments, to 
consider the additional ways in which they financially support children.  Jim, for example, not 
only resented his former partner’s regular request for extra financial assistance, but was also 
annoyed by his own inability to refuse her request:  
‘I don’t wish to speak ill of Prue [former partner], but when times get tough financially for 
her, she leans on me and I come to the party.  I have a lot of trouble saying no to her…it causes 
me some distress.  I try to contain it…I think she knows I get agitated about money’. 
 
Three thought the assessment is unfair because it is based on their gross rather than net salary.  
Tom, a sales manager, who admitted to earning a high salary, complained that, by calculating his 
child support responsibility on his gross income, his net income was much the same as that of his 
former partner: 
 ‘in the case of my former partner…she works a bit, she gets government payments, so by 
the end of the day her net income and my net income are identical, yet I am having to pay all this 
money every month…in assessing maintenance responsibility, I am not sure gross income is the 
right way to go’. 
 
Daniel, a self-employed truck driver, was upset because the CSA had seemingly assessed him on 
his potential and not his actual income.  His frustration with the system was exacerbated by its 
inability to adjust the assessment quickly to changes in his income: 
 ‘and the latest thing is the Child Support Agency saying that you are capable of earning a 
certain amount.  You are earning a lot less than that.  You have to pay maintenance on what we 
reckon you are able to earn.  I don’t know where I am going to get this money that you are asking 
for…for six months I had been supporting my son and his mother out of wages that were prior to 
separation…and for the rest of the financial year I had to pay that same amount which was more 
than I was getting on the dole.  There was no logic in dealing with them at all.  All they could see 
was, here is a female, give her what she wants, screw the bloke, give her everything’. 
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Rodney voiced a common complaint that the inclusion of any extra income earned in assessing 
child support responsibility was a disincentive for nonresident fathers to better themselves: 
 ‘there is no incentive for that father to better his life.  Once the government gets involved, 
he has to pay a percentage of what he earns.  There is no cut off point where it says, ok, you are 
now paying this amount to support your child…it is not just the child, it is the estranged wife and 
the new spouse’. 
 
Robert’s complaint was that his child support assessment did not take into account his former 
partner’s improved standard of living following an inheritance from her mother’s estate.  His 
resentment was exacerbated because of his belief that he had taken little of the property on 
separation:  
 ‘now she [former partner] lives in a half million dollar house and drives new cars, and I 
left with my telly, ghetto blaster and my clothes.  After seven years together, I walked out with 
nothing’. 
 
Ten participants, who had made private arrangements regarding child support payments, were 
generally relieved to have avoided assessment by the CSA.  Graham, for example, had seen his 
own business go bankrupt after he had suffered an industrial accident.  Now working as a 
supervisor, he was very pleased that his former partner had agreed on him paying $100 per week 
child support and meeting some of his daughter’s other expenses: 
 ‘I don’t go through child support [CSA], but we have a private agreement about 
maintenance because the Child Support Agency would crucify me…from the stories I hear from 
other people at work, what maintenance they are paying, I actually get off fairly lightly.  Child 
support has never been an issue between us’. 
 
Carl, who is overtly hostile towards his former partner, had still managed to make a private child 
support agreement with her.  He acknowledged the bargaining force with regard to contact that the 
private agreement had given him, but realised it also provided another arena for them to act out 
their interparental conflict:  
‘she knows if she stops me from having access I can deny her maintenance and that is all.  
Like all she wants is maintenance.  She was taking $900 per month out of my pay [but now] we 
have an agreement.  We don’t go through the Child Support Agency.  I put it into a bank account 
for her, but every year when I put my tax in, she turns around and tells the tax people “oh he 
hasn’t been paying his child support for a couple of months”, so they give her my tax cheque and 
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I have to take all my receipts down to the tax department and they say “oh sorry, she said you 
haven’t been paying”.  I show them I have, so I don’t have to pay her x weeks maintenance’.  
 
Only three participants complained about former partners being pre-occupied with child support 
by consistently trying to get more money out of them, either informally or by having their 
assessment reviewed.  Kyle, who meets some extra costs for his daughter over and above his child 
support payments, stated ‘I just say no to [some of] her [extra] requests, [but there are] strange 
emotional reactions when I do this’, and Walter complained ‘she [former partner] has always 
chased it [child support]’.  Brad was exasperated by his former partner’s attitude to money: 
 ‘she [former partner] is still treating me like a piece of shit…she still drags me back to the 
CSA for more money…she still wants more’. 
 
7.5.2. INEQUITY OF CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEM 
Participants generally accepted in principle their responsibility to contribute financially to 
children, as one colourfully expressed it: ‘if you let your little fellow out for a run, you take the 
consequences’.  Nevertheless, some saw the system as inequitable because it severely reduced 
their quality of life but allowed former partners to enjoy a comfortable life style, particularly when 
they now benefited from a two-income household on repartnering.  Rory seemed to be still 
smarting from being quickly replaced by his former wife’s new partner:  
‘the biggest killer is maintenance, especially if you have more than one child…and 
especially if the wife has done the dirty on you and run away with another bloke and he is 
working and he hasn’t got any kids, and the wife could be working, the new man could be 
working, both earning a wage and you have to fork out your fourteen to thirty percent…that is a 
little bit rough’.  
 
Glen was so irritated by the difference between his and his former partner’s life styles that, 
seemingly unilaterally, he had decided to pay only a minimum amount of child support.  He 
claimed to be depositing money in a bank account for his son’s future use ‘so one day, when he 
really needs it, it is there’.  He sounded quite bitter when talking about former wife’s quality of 
life with her new partner, believing that as ‘she chooses to go from our life style into Mr. 
Moneybags’ life style, fine, Mr. Moneybags can pay’.  Glen justified his decision to support his 
son only minimally in these terms: 
‘while you (former partner) go out and pour money around town as though it is no big 
deal, why should I have to contribute money to support your life style’? 
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David, who recorded a significantly high score on the measure of Responsibility, accepted his 
obligation to support his son financially, but thought the system inequitable.  He was determined 
not to replicate what he described as his own father’s ‘black mark over his head’ by failing to 
financially support the family after separation.  David nevertheless railed against having to pay 
more than what it would cost to raise his child: 
 ‘while I hate paying the amount of child support that I pay which I think is ridiculous, I 
pay it because I don’t want him [son] to look back in time and say I didn’t meet my responsibility, 
as I did with my father’. 
 
7.5.3. INPUT INTO SPENDING OF CHILD SUPPORT 
Six participants were frustrated by having no input into the spending of their child support 
payments.  They were usually more distressed if they suspected that payments were not benefiting 
children, but were being directed towards improving former partners’ life styles.  Adam reported 
that child support had been a constant source of tension between him and his former partner.  He 
claimed to be paying his thirteen-year-old daughter’s school fees in addition to $220 per week in 
child support.  Seeing one advantage in paying school fees to be ‘at the end of her school days I 
can say I know what I got for my money’, Adam was nevertheless distressed because he did not 
believe his daughter was benefiting from his child support payments:  
‘with maintenance, you do like to see where your money goes because her mother, who 
hasn’t worked for as long as our daughter has been alive, gets a supporting parent’s benefit…my 
money has been overseas every year on holidays, and I have my daughter when she [her mother] 
is overseas’. 
 
Lindsay disputed his former partner’s alleged claims that he tries to avoid paying child support.  
Insisting that he pays the amount of child support as assessed by the CSA as well as buying 
specific items for his son, he also expressed the wish to have more say in where his payments go, 
and to receive some acknowledgment for what he buys for his son:  
‘I don’t begrudge paying the money.  I would like to know he is getting the money and I 
would like to have a bit of input into what he is up to…I get phone calls…he needs this for the 
computer and I send the money up…the other day he wants roller blades and I send the money up 
and two days later I ring to see how the roller blades are going.  I just can’t get through…I feel I 
am being had all the way through…as long as she can bleed the money out of me…I have no 
rights to find out what he has done or how he enjoyed it.  I just feel I am being had all the time…I 
do wonder if the money is going [to him]…yes I would like more openness and be included in 
what he is doing…while she is bleeding money out of me it is fine’. 
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Ralph, who has not seen his daughter since he moved interstate, described child support as the 
‘only bugbear I really have’.  Although appearing to accept his financial responsibility for his 
daughter, he preferred to pay it into a trust fund for her rather than it go directly to her mother 
who has repartnered.  Ralph’s lament was: 
 ‘I have no control over how Susan [former partner] spends the money.  I know for a fact 
that the payments are probably going onto her mortgage and her idea would be that I am 
providing a roof over my daughter’s head…but when you see your daughter wandering around in 
second-hand clothes, it doesn’t sort of sit too well’.   
 
7.5.4. CHILD SUPPORT AGENCY  
Participants criticised the CSA because it administers what many see as an unfair system and 
because of the way they sense it treats them as nonresident fathers.  Participants commonly 
accused the system of lacking flexibility and of denying them any input into either the amount of 
child support they pay or the way it is spent.  They were also angered by what they saw as the 
dismissive attitude of the CSA’s staff towards them, and its underlying assumption that they were 
irresponsible fathers keen to avoid financial responsibility for children.   
 
Larry complained about the CSA’s inability or unwillingness to redress blatant injustices.  After 
his former partner, also a surgeon, had been found during their contested property dispute before 
the court of having underestimated her annual income by approximately $100K, the CSA reduced 
his child support assessment.  Larry was annoyed, however, by CSA’s claim that it was unable to 
compensate him for past overpayments:  
 ‘there was no repayment of child support that had been overpaid in that period…the CSA 
said it had no power to consider that [income details provided] …it just accepted what she earned 
that the tax office had presented to them’. 
 
Manuel complained that the CSA, in assessing his child support responsibility, did not recognise 
his various other financial contributions to his daughter over and above his formal child support 
payments: 
 ‘where I feel let down by the system is what I pay is meant to supply everything for Gai 
[his daughter].  She has [only] the clothes on her back when she comes to our home, so I have to 
go and buy her clothes.  I still spend more when she is with me of a weekend.  I just hope we can 
have another daughter because I have a stack of clothes here.  I will keep doing that, but it is 
unfortunate  that you pay these dollars….…I ask “do I open my own business  and become a  
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consultant”?  I hear these stories of guys who do that and say I only earn $20 a week because the 
rest of the money is in the business’.  
 
Fabio, in order to avoid having any contact with his former partner with whom his relationship 
had become tense, petitioned the CSA to collect his child support, which he had formerly paid 
directly to her.  He interpreted its refusal to do so as directed to him as a male rather than as a 
nonresident parent: 
 ‘ I approached the CSA and they told me that I couldn’t initiate them to get the money off 
me, but she could.  They said that I have to stop paying her and she would have to put in a claim 
that I was not paying her and then they would make me pay.  As a man, I couldn’t ask them to take 
the payments so I didn’t have to see the mother’. 
 
Jeremy’s situation was complex.  He admitted to having complicated the situation by not having 
lodged several years’ tax returns from which child support assessments could be made.  He was 
also paying child support for two children from different relationships.  He was somewhat 
scathing of the CSA’s incompetence: 
 ‘no, child support has generally not been an issue except for the incompetence of the office 
themselves.  Half the time they don’t know what is going on…they are pretty hopeless’.  
 
The CSA’s unwillingness or inability to consider families on an individual basis was also the 
source of some irritation.  Adam was clearly frustrated by his annual experience of having child 
support taken from his tax returns because of a regular short fall in his payments which, he 
claimed, was always adjusted over the course of the year.  He complained that ‘there is no credit 
given you by the system of being a caring nonresident parent’. 
 
Robert also was upset with what he saw as the inflexibility of the CSA, which would not 
accommodate his altered circumstances when he changed employment, and would not recognise 
his difficulty in paying child support once he had assumed responsibility for two stepchildren:  
 ‘once a man starts a relationship and finds another woman, there has to be some 
breakdown in the responsibility for the other child…I have contacted the Child Support Agency.  
They really haven’t helped me, they have treated me like a number, not interested in who I was or 
where I was coming from’. 
 
Several participants complained of treatment by CSA staff.  Their comments, which at times 
blame staff for the policies it has to implement, explain how nonresident fathers commonly 
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want to avoid having to deal with the CSA, which they perceive as being biased against them:  
 ‘the CSA, I think, does a deplorable job, not in terms of looking after the child but in terms 
of understanding and being empathic towards the father.  I think it is a very difficult agency to 
deal with…it is very difficult to get any accountability if there appears to be an inaccuracy.  I was 
told by CSA, when I had reason to complain on one occasion, that they have the power to increase 
the cap so my child support payments would go up.  I asked if this was a threat…no, they were 
just informing me of what may happen’ (Larry). 
 ‘ I was made to pay.  I was hunted, I was hunted like a fox by a hound.  I probably upset 
the department [CSA] by being such an ignoramus and definitely quite rude to them because they 
were quite rude to me…what I consider to be rude.  They came across like the Gestapo.  You 
don’t ask questions, you do as we tell you and that is basically what I still get from them.  So in 
saying that, I think [let’s] go back to the old days, but policed better’ (Richard). 
 ‘and the chick [at the CSA] I talked to said “why does it matter, you are just a father 
anyway”…that is what she seemed to be saying.  They don’t understand fathers who don’t see 
their kids that much…it is like they don’t care’ (Noel). 
 ‘my experience of CSA was not very impressive.  They seem to create more dramas than 
they rectify…like the letterhead says “helping parents meeting their responsibilities”.  I will do 
my best to help out my daughter, no matter what, but it is the real savage way that they decide 
how much you have to pay’ (Jim). 
 
7.5.5. SUMMARY 
Participants generally did not deny their financial responsibility for children, but tended to be 
unhappy with the current system, unless they were able to make private agreements with former 
partners.  Their complaints centred on the assessment formula being based on gross income, 
including any extra money generated in an effort to re-establish themselves financially after 
separation.  They also were critical of a failure to acknowledge the hidden costs of nonresident 
fathering in making assessments.  Some were distressed by being financially disadvantaged 
because of child support payments, particularly when former partners in new relationships often 
enjoyed comfortable life styles.  Some were dissatisfied by their lack of input into how money is 
spent on children.  Many directed their frustration with the overall child support system at the 
CSA, voicing their anger at both its policies and client service practices. 
 
7.6. LEGAL SYSTEM 
As the sample for this study was drawn from court records, all participants had some involvement 
with courts, although for most it was only to obtain a legal divorce.  This section, which reports 
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participants’ attitudes towards the legal system, including practitioners and courts, indicates a 
widespread perception of bias against them.  Its perceived bias lies in its presumption that children 
live with mothers, in its ineffectiveness to enforce contact orders, and in the cost of litigation.  
Only three participants disagreed with claims that the legal system makes it difficult for 
nonresident fathers.  Luke admitted that he had never thought of the system as making it difficult 
or easy for nonresident fathers.  Aaron and Adam saw any systemic bias to be specifically against 
nonresident parents and breadwinners, rather than being gender-based and antagonistic towards 
nonresident fathers.  
 
Some participants based their claims of bias not on their own experience, but on the accounts of 
others.  Mitchell thought not simply in terms of a biased system, but also in terms of some 
resident mothers ‘knowing the loopholes’ in the system and being ‘willing to exploit them’.  
Phillip partly attributed perceptions of bias to some nonresident fathers tending to play the role of 
victim and blaming the system, rather than accepting responsibility for their own actions: 
 ‘I think there is some truth in guys’ claims and some moaning.  I think it is easy to lay a bit 
of blame and suspect it is against you, but I think for some blokes who maybe have a few children 
and have repartnered, and that partner has some kids as well, things can get a bit complicated’. 
 
Participants expressed divergent views about the usefulness of resorting to the legal system to 
resolve post-separation issues.  Some advocated having early recourse to the system, while others 
warned against becoming involved in it at all.  Three participants, John, Ralph and Fabio, who all 
have had difficulty with contact, recommended that contact arrangements be worked out and 
quickly formalised in court orders to prevent any subsequent frustrations with contact.  John, for 
example, advised:  
 ‘get an access arrangement screwed down NOW.  It takes long enough as it is to get 
anything through without trying to arrange an access arrangement.  As close as you can to the 
separation, try to arrange to see your kids…try and be there for your kids’. 
 
By way of contrast, Neville and Jeremy, who both had sought legal advice but had avoided 
litigation, recommended keeping negotiations with former partners as informal as possible.  
Jeremy saw solicitors as throwing ‘a massive spanner in the works’.  He explained that, once 
solicitors become involved in a post-separation dispute, they tend to talk for female parties, rather 
than allow women to talk for themselves.  Neville also thought that lawyers ‘escalate matters a 
lot’.  
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Tom and Carl also advised against involvement with the legal system because of its costs.  For 
Tom, it was the emotional cost of protracted negotiations through solicitors.  For Carl, it was the 
financial cost of getting caught up with the legal system:  
 ‘try to keep your whole divorce process out of legal hands if you can avoid it.  I reckon I 
could have sorted it out in an hour and it just went on and on and on and I found that dreadful’ 
(Tom). 
 ‘don’t go wasting your money on porn or on solicitors.  It cost me $22K, I think, just to get 
to see him every second weekend and to get her to move back here from [interstate]’ (Carl). 
 
7.6.1. PRESUMPTION IN FAVOUR OF MATERNAL RESIDENCE  
Some fathers deplored the tendency for courts to make residence orders in favour of mothers, 
regardless of their personal adjustment or parenting capacity.  Daniel’s strong statement stemmed 
not from his own experience but from hearsay, the accuracy of which is unknown:  
 ‘the case was the wife was having orgies and pot parties at her place and her and other 
participants at the party putting full-face helmets on the children and blowing marijuana in their 
faces and closing it up so they had no alternative but to inhale the marijuana.  This was all 
established in court as fact that wasn’t disputed.  At the end of the day the magistrate said that 
you have been a naughty girl, go home and don’t do it again.  “Where is justice in that”?  The 
father from all accounts was quite capable of looking after the children but the judge just sends 
her back home…if you are a male, you have no rights.  The female can do what she likes and walk 
away, and is not only encouraged but supported by the legal system to do so’. 
 
In his usual forthright style, Carl spoke from his own experience, suggesting that mothers lose 
residence rather than fathers gain it, a claim supported by Moloney (2001) in his study of court 
judgments:  
 ‘when it comes to the situation that the child doesn’t live with the mother, there has to be a 
pretty good reason, doesn’t there?  My ex-missus was a junkie and everything, and still I could 
not get my son off her and the judge sat there and told me I should be happy to see him every 
second weekend and pay that bitch maintenance so she can go and stick it up her f…… arms’. 
 
Russell, who claimed to have decided against seeking residence of his son to avoid the angst 
involved in fighting the matter through the legal system, attributed the bias in favour of maternal 
residence to an outdated model of family life: 
 ‘the system has not caught up with changes in family life.  It caught up with what was the 
case twenty years ago, when mum looked after the kids and dad was the breadwinner…I think in 
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cases where you have professionals on both sides and very similar incomes, that it still very much 
favours the mother’. 
Brad, who claimed to have been at least an equal, if not the main caregiver of his daughter prior to 
separation, expressed the same sentiment:  
 ‘I think the system automatically assumes that the mother is the real caregiver within that 
relationship.  In some cases, she probably is, but I don’t think it is a generalisation’.  
 
David detected bias in the law’s reluctance to make orders granting him shared residence of his 
son.  Describing this implied, but unwritten legal presumption as ‘standard Australian child 
abuse’, he went on to say: 
 ‘when a father goes to the Family Court, presuming both parents are reasonable, the 
starting point should be shared custody, but the reality, in my belief, is zero for the father and all 
for the mother, and he has to claw back whatever he can…in theory the Family Court is to take 
the best interests of the children, but really they (sic) clearly don’t.  The best interests of the 
children are controlled by the best interests of the mother’. 
 
7.6.2. INEFFECTIVE COURT ORDERS 
Some participants felt unsupported by the legal system, which fails to enforce court orders.  
Lindsay, seemingly still upset over failing to prevent his former partner from moving interstate 
with his son, voiced his feeling of powerlessness despite the existence of court orders: 
 ‘I am meant to get al.l his reports but I don’t get anything.  In the court order I am meant 
to get those and any medical reports.  I don’t find a thing out.  I don’t know what school he goes 
to.  She has done exactly what she has wanted to do all along.  This court order is a load of 
rubbish.  She does exactly what she wants and knows I can’t take her to court because I can’t 
afford to’. 
 
John complained about the complicated procedures involved in having his contact order enforced:  
 ‘I can’t have access now.  For me to see my son, I have to go through all the rigmarole to 
see him, like going to court again.  I certainly think that should be made easier.  I think they need 
a phone number if you can’t get access.  You ring up and they say let’s sort this out, but it is not 
like that…if she is not there when you are supposed to have access, she is told she is a naughty 
girl and told not to do it again’.  
 
7.6.3. COST OF LITIGATION 
The cost of litigation deterred some from either seeking court orders or trying to enforce those 
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already made.  Sam, who had proposed to his former partner the idea of sharing residence of his 
daughter, baulked at seeking such an order through the court:  
 ‘once you start talking court, people don’t want to go to court.  They start thinking of 
solicitors and money, and maybe it is just a waste of time.  And solicitors are the only ones to 
benefit and you may not end up with anything anyway’. 
 
Some participants, who had been denied Legal Aid assistance to take their matter to court, saw the 
system as biased in Legal Aid being readily available to former partners.  Lindsay, who had made 
some unflattering comments about the legal profession in general, went on to complain: 
 ‘she got Legal Aid even though she had the same money as I had.  That is not fair either.  
She was working, she got the same settlement from the house as I did, but she got Legal Aid and I 
had to pay mine [legal costs]’.  
 
7.6.4. SUMMARY 
Participants were generally unimpressed with the legal system, speaking from both personal and 
others’ experiences.  Some decried the system’s failure to safeguard their rights by ensuring 
contact with children, while others thought that the legal system only complicated matters. .  Their 
common perception of courts’ bias against fathers at times seems to have arisen from the legal 
system’s inability to heal personal relationships. 
 
7.7. CONCLUSION 
The qualitative data reported here reflect nonresident fathers’ thoughts and deep emotions, such as 
their grief, frustration, hurt and anger.  Participants’ comments were generally consistent with 
their scores on quantitative measures of interpersonal, intrapsychic and personality measures.  
Although comments often suggested that participants had little insight into their troubled 
relationships, distress and frustrations, they indicated some capacity to focus on children, albeit 
imperfectly.  Amidst some talk of parental authority and rights, participants did not appear to be 
mainly preoccupied with re-establishing any patriarchal position of privilege they may have 
enjoyed in the intact family, as feminist researchers and authors often accuse nonresident fathers 
of being (Arendell, 1995; Kaye & Tolmie, 1998).  Rather, they voiced their wish to be involved 
with their children, despite the numerous personal and systemic barriers, which frequently prevent 
them from exercising an authentic parental role within the separated family. 
 
The reported comments illustrate that participants differ in their relationships with former partners 
and children, and in their ability to adjust to their new parental role.  Level of education, socio-
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economic status or life experiences do not provide adequate explanations for these differences.  
Individual personality or temperamental characteristics appear to be operating, and to partially 
explain variations in nonresident fathers’ capacity to be resilient and positive after separation.  
More importantly, in families where relationships are often strained, they also explain nonresident 
fathers’ differing levels of awareness of their behaviour’s impact on children and former partners. 
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CHAPTER 8   
DISCUSSION 
 
This chapter begins with a discussion of the twelve hypotheses, which formed the basis of the 
study.  A review of other important evidence to emerge from the study follows and then a general 
consideration of the research findings.  The final section acknowledges the study’s limitations and 
suggests useful directions for future research. 
 
8.1 STUDY HYPOTHESES  
Hypothesis 1: CPI folk scales and nonresident fathers’ engagement 
Participants in this study scored close to the norm on the four selected CPI folk scales, so seem to 
have constituted a reasonably average adult male sample.  The study, however, offered minimal 
support for the hypothesis that nonresident fathers’ scores on the scales of Responsibility, 
Socialization, Self-control and Good Impression would be positively associated with their contact 
and involvement with children. 
 
The study showed Socialization to be positively correlated with frequency and level of contact, 
but not involvement.  This result supports Tepp’s (1983) finding that nonresident fathers with a 
high sense of moral responsibility had more frequent contact, but were not more involved in 
children’s lives.  The aspect of Socialization, which refers to a capacity to meet social 
imperatives, could explain its association with contact and not involvement.  Contact with 
children currently appears a far stronger social imperative for nonresident fathers than 
involvement in their lives, which depends more heavily on fathers’ parental capacity and mothers’ 
goodwill and co-operation.  The ideal of nonresident fathers being involved in children’s lives 
rather than simply having contact with them is not yet widely accepted.  However, it may well 
become so as fathers assume a more active role within the intact family and look for a more 
significant parental role after separation. 
 
Socialization was somewhat surprisingly the only of the CPI folk scales found to be associated 
with engagement.  Although the most developed of the CPI scales and the topic of more research 
than any other scales (Groth-Marnat, 1997; Levy, 1970), it shares several common elements with 
the Responsibility scale (Gough, 1987), with which it has only weak discriminant validity 
(Megargee, 1972).  Gough’s (1987) distinction between the Responsibility and Socialization 
scales could explain the absence of any association between Responsibility and engagement.  
Gough noted that high scores on the Responsibility scale reflect an ability to understand the 
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meaning and nature of normative sanctions, whereas those on the Socialization scale reflect a 
capacity to internalise social imperatives with little tension.  This more rational component of the 
Responsibility scale possibly does not motivate nonresident fathers as effectively as aspects of the 
Socialization scale, which scholars have found also to be associated with a sensitivity to the 
feelings and circumstances of others (Collins & Bagozzi, 1999; Levy, 1970).  
 
The study showed, however, a significant association between role adjustment and the four CPI 
scales, which McCrae, Costa and Piedmont (1993) reported to be negatively correlated with 
measures of Neuroticism.  This result supports the correlation, which Thomas (1982) had found 
between personality and divorce adjustment.  The rational component of Responsibility, one of 
only two variables in the model which best predicted role adjustment, is perhaps conducive to 
nonresident fathers’ cognitive acceptance of the separation’s consequences for their parental role.  
The study found role adjustment to be associated with all three aspects of nonresident fathers’ 
engagement, and to be among the variables, which best predicted their involvement with children.  
This supports evidence that a capacity to redefine parental identity in the post-separation family, a 
central indicator of adjustment, is an important predictor of nonresident fathers’ continuing 
presence in children’s lives (Ambrose et al., 1983; Arendell, 1995, Stone & McKenry, 1998).  As 
a result of the association between the four CPI scales and role adjustment, it seems reasonable to 
claim that these personality characteristics are indirectly associated with nonresident fathers’ 
engagement with children. 
 
The study’s limited support for this first hypothesis does not signify that personality 
characteristics have little influence on nonresident fathers’ engagement.  These four particular 
folk scales were chosen because they could be easily measured, were not suggestive of pathology, 
and seemed to have some common sense link with engagement.  They may not, however, measure 
aspects of personality, which most clearly account for differences in nonresident fathers’ ongoing 
engagement with children.  Clinical practice and some research have found that nonresident 
fathers can adopt a victim-role in both the separation process and the separated family, which can 
subsequently blind them to the impact of their behaviour on children and former partners 
(Arendell, 1995; Jordan, 1986).  This suggests that the personality characteristics of narcissism 
and empathy may more accurately explain differences in nonresident fathers’ engagement with 
children.  High scorers on empathy measures, who are likely to consider the needs and desires of 
children and former partners as well as their own, may be more able to sustain ongoing contact 
and involvement with children despite inherent demands and difficulties.  Conversely, narcissistic  
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fathers, caught up in their own agenda, may be prone to fuel interparental conflict and be at risk of 
disengaging from children.   
 
Hypothesis 2: Eysenck’s personality measures and nonresident fathers’ engagement  
The study found that the measures of Impulsivity and Sensitivity, on which approximately two-
thirds of respondents recorded low scores, were not significantly associated with nonresident 
fathers’ engagement with children.  It also found that the Lie Scale measure, which proved to be 
too unreliable even for research purposes, was associated with only the CPI folk scale measure of 
Good Impression.  
 
Impulsivity, found to be moderately correlated with a risk of violence (Plutchik & Van Praag, 
1995) and aggression (Bech & Mak, 1995), appears not to impede nonresident fathers’ 
engagement with children, nor dilute the salience of fatherhood for them.  Similarly, Sensitivity, 
which is somewhat akin to emotional vulnerability, seems not to significantly prevent nonresident 
fathers from remaining in children’s lives.  However, because of its association with role 
adjustment and role strain, which were among the variables best predicting contact frequency and 
level of involvement respectively, Sensitivity is indirectly associated with aspects of engagement.  
This suggests that those nonresident fathers, who are easily hurt or offended and who are 
emotionally responsive to adverse experiences, seem to be at some risk of disengaging from 
children. 
 
Hypothesis 3: Nonresident fathers’ level of engagement 
Results provided partial support for the hypothesis that more nonresident fathers would be in 
frequent contact with children and fewer to have disengaged from them than had been found in 
previous Australian research.  The study found a significant increase in frequent contact and a 
decrease in disengagement compared to the results of research conducted by Burns (1980), 
Gibson (1992) and Funder (1993).  These differences were too large to be explained by 
methodological discrepancies between the current research and the three studies, such as sample 
size and composition, and length of time since separation.  The number of nonresident fathers in 
frequent contact with children, however, was not significantly greater than that reported by 
Gilmour (1983) and McDonald (1990).  The present research differed significantly from these two 
studies.  Gilmour’s outcome was derived from a very small sample of nonresident fathers, and 
McDonald included nonresident mothers as well as fathers in her sample, all of whom had 
attended mediation within the Family Court, and resided within twenty kilometres of former  
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partners.  These significant methodological differences make any direct comparison between the 
studies somewhat difficult.  
 
Compared to research by Smyth et al. (2001), based on data collected from a national random 
sample, results showed almost half the rate of disengagement, but a similar number of nonresident 
fathers in frequent contact with children.  Sample differences could account for this discrepancy.  
In contrast to the convenience sample of the present study, the national sample included more 
resident mothers than nonresident fathers.  Although this could account for the greater proportion 
of disengagement which they reported, it does not explain the similar levels of frequent contact, 
because resident mothers have been widely found to understate nonresident fathers’ contact 
(Ahrons & Miller, 1993, Braver et al., 1991; Parkinson & Smyth, 2003; Seltzer & Brandeth, 
1994).   
 
Results of the present study differed considerably from the preliminary results reported by Smyth 
and Parkinson (2003) of their study based on the HILDA survey, showing a smaller proportion of 
frequently engaged and a larger percentage of disengaged fathers.  These discrepancies could stem 
from an important difference in sample composition.  The current study involved mainly once-
married and a small number of never-married fathers.  The HILDA survey, however, included 
more never-married fathers, some of whom would have never resided with either children or 
children’s mothers.  It included those who had separated from former partners prior to children’s 
births, who had been in a relationship but never cohabited with them, or who had never had a 
relationship with them at all.  Based on the same 2001 HILDA data, De Vaus and Gray (2003) 
estimated that 8.1% of Australian children born between 1990 and 1995 were born to lone 
mothers.  This is a significantly smaller number than the 13% estimated by the Australian Health 
and Welfare perinatal statistics, and the 15% of US never-married fathers estimated never to have 
resided with mothers (McLanahan & Carlson, 2004).  A reasonable assumption is that some of 
these never-resident fathers may not even be aware of having fathered children.  They would thus 
inflate the rate of disengagement by never-married fathers, who are more likely to disengage from 
children than once-married fathers (McKelvey et al., 2000; McLanahan & Carlson, 2004; Seltzer 
& Bianchi, 1988). 
 
Australian never-resident fathers may be less likely to be ignorant of their paternal status 
because resident mothers, who apply for social security benefits, must seek child support from 
fathers.  This policy demand, however, could prompt those mothers, who do not want never-
resident fathers to be involved with children, to omit fathers’ names from children’s birth 
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certificates, because research has consistently shown a strong relationship between child 
support and contact (Braver & Griffin, 2000; Fischer, 2002; King & Heard, 1999; Smyth et al., 
2001; Stewart, 1999). 
 
Never-resident fathers differ greatly from nonresident fathers because of the little, if any, 
opportunity they have had to bond with children (Insabella et al., 2003; Seltzer, 1991).  They 
are also less likely to maintain a relationship with children’s mothers, which is usually a vital 
factor in negotiating contact.  This difference between never-resident and nonresident fathers 
appears to be greater than that between never-married and once-married nonresident fathers 
which, as mentioned above, significantly influences their contact with children.  
 
The present study is limited by its use of a convenience sample, but strengthened by its control 
of several demographic factors known to influence nonresident fathers’ engagement.  The 
evidence showed that a high proportion of nonresident fathers were in frequent contact with 
children, and a small percentage had disengaged from them.  It thus seems fair to conclude that 
changes to contemporary fathers’ involvement with children in intact families are beginning to 
have some effect on separated families. 
 
Hypothesis 4: Contact by telephone and letter 
The study supported the hypothesis by finding that the frequency of nonresident fathers’ 
telephone or mail contact with children was positively associated with the frequency of their 
face-to-face contact.  This result confirms evidence that telephone and mail contact 
complements rather than compensates for face-to-face contact (Seltzer, 1991; Smyth et al., 
2001; Stephens, 1996).  The significance of this result is enhanced because children in the 
present study were all of an age where telephone contact is an appropriate means of 
communication.  This contrasts to studies where the frequency of telephone and mail contact is 
inevitably reduced because samples include infants and younger children, for whom they are 
inappropriate means of communication. 
 
The association between face-to-face and telephone contact also indirectly supports evidence 
that distance negatively predicts telephone contact between children and nonresident fathers 
(Erera et al., 1999).  This result is particularly relevant in light of the number of applications to 
courts to resolve parental disputes arising from resident parents’ wish to relocate with children.  
Those wishing to relocate frequently mount the argument that the impact of distance on contact 
is reduced by modern communication technology, including various telephone networks, the 
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internet, digital camera techniques and interactive computer programmes.  Such technology has 
undoubtedly improved the potential quality of other than face-to-face contact between children 
and nonresident fathers.  However, there is as yet no clear evidence that it provides a viable 
substitute for contact in those families in which distance precludes children frequently seeing 
nonresident fathers. 
 
Hypothesis 5: Level of education, socio-economic status and engagement 
The study provided partial support for the hypothesis by finding that nonresident fathers’ 
yearly income, but not level of education, was associated with contact.  The association found 
between income and contact confirms previous evidence of a link between nonresident fathers’ 
socio-economic status and both contact frequency (Miller & Knox, 2001; Seltzer & Bianchi, 
1988; Stephens, 1996) and involvement with children (Ahrons, 1983; Baum 2003).  This could, 
according to Stephens (1996), signal that high income earners are better able to afford costs 
associated with contact.  It could alternatively suggest that earning a high income and being 
committed to contact reflect certain common characteristics of fathers. 
 
The lack of correlation between respondents’ level of education and their contact is contrary to 
a considerable body of evidence (Amato & Rezac, 1994; Amato & Rivera, 1999; Arditti & 
Keith, 1993; Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1986; Seltzer, Schaeffer & Charng, 1989; 
Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  It is, however, partly consistent with the results of the study by 
Erera et al. (1999), who found that Israeli fathers’ level of education, unlike that of US fathers 
in the study, was not significantly linked with contact frequency.  The present study offers a 
possible explanation for this lack of association between level of education and contact, by 
finding a negative correlation between level of education and fatherhood salience.  This result 
suggests that fatherhood does not carry as much importance for better educated men, possibly 
because they are usually involved in more demanding and satisfying work, which can limit 
opportunities for contact. 
 
Hypothesis 6: Geographical distance, repartnering and engagement 
Results supported the hypothesis by showing that geographical distance is a significant barrier 
to nonresident fathers’ contact with children, as several studies have found (Arditti & Keith, 
1993; Erera et al., 1999; Greene & Moore, 2000; King & Heard, 1999; McKenry et al., 1992; 
Trinder et al., 2002).  The study also found geographical distance to be one of the four 
variables in the model best predicting contact frequency.  The implication of this result is  
 
 208
significant because, as mentioned above, of the number of relocation issues on which courts 
have to adjudicate.   
 
The issue of relocation is complex, largely because some mothers, who have been victims of 
violence, clearly need to put distance between themselves and abusive nonresident fathers.  
Notwithstanding this crucially important safety consideration applying to some families, 
geographical distance’s potential impact on contact and involvement is highly relevant as 
fathers increasingly mount legal challenges to resident mothers’ relocation.  If the negative 
impact of distance on contact arises mainly from practical difficulties, such as cost and 
convenience, improvements in transport and the availability of more affordable air fares in 
Australia are likely to alleviate the situation somewhat.  However, distance between the two 
households in the binuclear family frequently seems sometimes to reflect a low fatherhood 
salience for relocating nonresident fathers, as was evident from some of the qualitative data in 
this study.  It can also signify a lack of commitment to fathers’ continued engagement with 
children by relocating resident mothers, as several participants in the study claimed.  Results 
supported the claim by Leite and McKenry (2002) that the most important factor in relocation 
matters appears to be the motivation of the relocating parent. 
 
The study also supported the hypothesis that repartnered nonresident fathers would have not 
only less frequent contact than those who remained single, as earlier research had found 
(Furstenberg, 1988; McKenry et al., 1996; Smyth & Parkinson, 2003; Smyth et al., 2001; 
Tropf, 1984), but also lower levels of contact and involvement with children.  This result 
suggests that either the demands of new relationships reduce availability for, if not 
commitment to children, or that new partners tend to isolate fathers from children, as 
Hetherington et al. (1982) surmised. 
 
Despite this association between nonresident fathers’ repartnering and engagement, 
surprisingly few participants spoke of the pressure of balancing parental responsibilities with 
commitment to new partners.  One father attributed this pressure to the reaction of his 
seemingly insecure partner, whom he described as possessive and resentful of time he spent 
with his child, and to his son’s refusal to accept the new partner.  Clinical experience confirms 
that children can strongly resist fathers’ partners.  This commonly occurs when fathers, either 
keen to include partners in family life or unprepared to spend recreation time away from them, 
introduce them to children soon after separation.  Nonresident fathers sometimes tolerate 
children’s hostility towards new partners in early days of relationships but, if the hostility 
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persists, fathers tend to reduce their contact and involvement.  Another potential source of 
pressure on repartnered fathers is resident mothers’ reactions to new partners.  Some mothers 
find it difficult to accept another woman in their children’s lives (Nielsen, 1999), and even 
oppose overnight contact when new partners are present (Maccoby & Mnookin, 1992).  
 
The study found that mothers’ repartnering was negatively associated with contact frequency, 
which was consistent with some evidence (Amato & Rezac, 1994; Furstenberg et al., 1983; 
Smyth & Parkinson, 2003; Stephens, 1996; Zill, 1988) but not with other results (Ahrons & 
Miller, 1993; Smyth et al., 2001).  Results showed that mothers’ repartnering was not 
significantly associated with nonresident fathers’ level of contact, but was with their level of 
involvement.  Kissman (1997) proposed that some nonresident fathers decide on assuming less 
parental responsibility once stepfathers are present in children’s lives.  The qualitative data 
from the present study, particularly participants’ comments about financially supporting 
children when they have stepfathers, partially supported this proposal.  The pressure that some 
resident mothers feel to sustain new families and solidify relationships between children and 
new partners can also explain the negative correlation between their repartnering and fathers’ 
contact and involvement.  If mothers view fathers’ contact or involvement as a threat to their 
new families, they may well discourage it, albeit unconsciously at times.  New stepfathers, too, 
wanting to strengthen relationships with mothers, can assume a level of parental responsibility 
for stepchildren, which results in a reduction in nonresident fathers’ contact and involvement. 
 
The study failed to detect evidence of any correlation between the presence of natural or 
stepchildren in nonresident fathers’ households and their contact.  This result differs from some 
previous research (Furstenberg & Cherlin, 1991; Greene & Moore, 2000; Manning & Smock, 
1999) and does not support the claim that social fatherhood assumes greater importance for 
nonresident fathers than biological fatherhood (Stephens, 1996).  A possible explanation for 
this result is that many repartnered nonresident fathers with stepchildren have direct knowledge 
of the way that nonresident fathering, or lack thereof, affects these children.  With first-hand 
experience of stepchildren’s reactions to their own nonresident fathers, these fathers may well 
be motivated to ensure that they remain engaged with their children. 
 
However, the study supported evidence (Ahrons & Wallisch, 1987) that nonresident fathers, 
who resided with children, had less involvement in their own children’s lives than those not 
residing with children.  Although this result could signify a weakening of fathers’ interest or 
motivation to be involved with their own children, it may simply indicate that time restraints 
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effectively limit their opportunities to do so.  Results showed no significant correlation 
between the presence of children in resident mothers’ households and nonresident fathers’ 
contact or involvement. 
 
Hypothesis 7: Satisfaction with residence arrangement, parental authority and engagement 
Evidence supported the hypothesis that nonresident fathers’ satisfaction with the residence 
arrangement for children, which Rettig et al. (1999) considered as part of their overall life 
satisfaction, was significantly associated with all aspects of engagement.  This finding confirmed 
results of several studies (Arditti & Keith, 1993; Braver & Griffin, 2000; D’Andrea, 1983; 
Furstenberg, 1988; Tropf, 1981).  Satisfaction with the residence arrangement was also found to 
be significantly correlated with satisfaction with input into decisions regarding residence and 
contact. This suggests that, when fathers are happy for children to reside with mothers, they are 
likely to be less hostile towards former partners and more capable of arranging engagement details 
than are fathers who want shared or sole residence of children (Kruk, 1991, 1992).  This 
association further suggests that those fathers, who sense they are marginalised as responsible 
parents once separation occurs, are likely to become hostile towards mothers, whereas those with 
an opportunity to share in parental decision making are inclined to relate better to mothers and be 
more engaged with children.  
 
Although the study found little variation in the number of respondents who wanted shared 
residence at the time of separation and at the time of participating in the research, the number 
wanting full residence of children doubled over that period of time.  Despite this significant 
increase, the number was still only half that reported by Smyth et al. (2001).  One explanation for 
the large increase in those wanting children to reside with them could be their painful experience 
of nonresident fathering.  The sense of missing their children and the frustration of not being able 
to exercise much parental authority in the separated family may well have led some nonresident 
fathers to want to change parental roles. 
 
The study supported the hypothesis of a significant association between nonresident fathers’ 
parental authority and their engagement with children, an outcome consistent with the positive 
correlation found in other studies (Braver et al., 1993; McKenry et al., 1992; Pruett & Pruett, 
1998; Seltzer, 1991).  The forcefulness of some of the qualitative data, which also confirmed the 
importance of parental authority for some participants, partly explains the association, which Bay 
and Braver (1990) found between fathers’ loss of parental authority and interparental hostility.  
This link is somewhat ironical because the theoretical basis for denying nonresident fathers the 
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opportunity to exercise parental authority is to safeguard children from the damaging effects of 
ongoing interparental hostility. 
 
The link between nonresident fathers’ parental authority, their engagement with children, and 
interparental hostility or conflict appears complex.  Parents in intact families commonly differ in 
parenting styles and priorities, and commonly disagree about parenting issues.  The absence of 
any parental conflict, in fact, may signal that one parent has largely disengaged from assuming 
responsibility for children.  Admittedly, the potential for interparental hostility or conflict 
generally increases after separation, but attempts to avoid it by denying nonresident fathers the 
opportunity to exercise parental authority seem of dubious value.  If both parents remain engaged 
with children and share in parental decision making, some interparental tension seems inevitable 
and may not necessarily be unhealthy.  Conversely, the absence of interparental hostility in the 
separated family may not so much reflect co-operation between parents as disengagement by 
nonresident fathers.  This seems a feasible explanation for evidence that interparental conflict is 
associated with contact frequency (Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Arditti & Kelly, 1994; Furstenberg et 
al., 1987; King & Heard, 1999), and even for evidence of an association between contact 
frequency and children’s positive adjustment in high conflict families (Healey et al., 1990).  
Conflict in these situations may largely reflect disagreements about parenting rather than ongoing 
tension stemming from wounds inflicted by the separation. 
 
The negative association found between satisfaction with parental authority and fatherhood 
salience suggests that fathers with little invested in fathering are better able to accept the limited 
scope to exercise parental authority as nonresident fathers.  Conversely, it also explains the reason 
for heavily involved fathers prior to separation, for whom presumably fatherhood is highly salient, 
being more likely to disengage from children after separation (Kruk, 1991, 1992; Wallerstein & 
Kelly, 1980). 
 
Hypothesis 8: Fatherhood salience, role adjustment and engagement  
The research partly supported the hypothesis of a significant association between fatherhood 
salience and engagement.  As previously reported (Bruce & Fox, 1999; Erera et al., 1999; Ihinger-
Tallman et al., 1993), fatherhood salience was not associated with contact frequency, but was 
significantly associated with level of contact and was one of three variables in the model 
predicting involvement.  Frequent contact in itself does not satisfy those for whom fatherhood is 
particularly important.  Aware that fathering is about more than being a play-mate to children or a 
supervisor of their play, these fathers seem inclined to place greater importance on the type of 
 212
activities in which they engage with children and, as Hetherington and Stanley-Hagan (1986) 
found, to seek out ways to be involved in diverse activities.  
 
Results showed role adjustment to be significantly associated with frequency and level of contact, 
and to be predictive of involvement with children.  This outcome supports evidence that 
nonresident fathers’ capacity to redefine their parental role is significantly linked with their 
engagement with children (Campbell & Pike, 2000; Rettig et al., 1999; Stone & McKenry, 1998; 
Trinder et al., 2002).  Those fathers, who have difficulty accepting that post-separation fathering 
is radically different from pre-separation parenting, appear at greater risk of reducing involvement 
with children, and even of disengaging.  The direction of any causality, however, is unclear.  It is 
possible that those, who have little opportunity for contact and involvement with children, do not 
adjust well to their nonresident-father role. 
 
Hypothesis 9: Interparental hostility and conflict, role strain and engagement 
The study found that interparental hostility and conflict were both associated with frequency and 
level of contact, as has been widely reported (Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Epsosito, 1995; Insabella 
et al., 2003; Isaacs, 1988; Trinder et al., 2002; Wall, 1992; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).  The 
interparental relationship, however, was not found to predict contact.  This result was contrary to 
that reported by Leite and McKenry (2002), but supported the finding of McKenry et al. (1992) 
whose study did not stipulate the length of time since separation.  The omission of this variable 
may well have influenced their result because of evidence that the length of time since separation 
reduces the impact of interparental tension on contact and involvement (Ahrons, 1983, 1994; 
Ahrons & Miller, 1993).  
 
A possible explanation for the failure to find that interparental hostility and conflict predicted 
contact is evidence that the positive aspects of the interparental relationship are more significant 
in predicting engagement (Arditti & Bickley, 1996; Erera et al., 1999; Rettig et al., 1999) and the 
quality of contact (Arditti & Keith, 1993).  King and Heard (1999) concluded that the association 
between interparental conflict and contact is neither simple nor linear, particularly as increased 
contact can at times lead to more conflict. 
 
It is clear from the qualitative data that respondents generally believed the interparental 
relationship to be an important feature of their separated family.  The number, who commented on 
their relationship with former partners at the first stage of data collection, suggests a widespread 
awareness that their engagement with children depended largely on mothers, whose control over 
 213
children generally increases after separation (Seltzer & Brandreth, 1994).  Although most 
participants spoke positively about the interparental relationship, they recognised the need to 
maintain reasonable relationships with resident mothers to avoid jeopardising contact.  The 
qualitative data also clarify that this negative association between interparental hostility and 
engagement is not simply because resident mothers deny contact.  Comments indicated that some 
fathers clearly limit contact in order to avoid dealing with former partners, as other studies have 
found to occur (Ahrons, 1982; Arendell 1992; Koch & Lowery, 1985).  For these fathers, 
difficulties in handling the tension inherent in the interparental relationship seem to outweigh the 
benefits of seeing and being involved with children.  
 
The study supported the hypothesis of a negative association between role strain and contact, 
finding the independent variable to be part of the model which best predicted contact 
frequency.  This partly confirms the link between role strain and interparental hostility which, 
as mentioned above, results in stressed nonresident fathers reducing contact to avoid 
encountering resident mothers.  Role strain also possibly predicts contact frequency because 
grieving nonresident fathers exercise less frequent contact in order to limit the distress of 
leaving children at the conclusion of contact (Greif, 1979; Kruk, 1991, 1992; Wallerstein & 
Kelly, 1980).  Children, too, may well resist frequent contact with stressed fathers because they 
do not enjoy being burdened by fathers’ sadness, or because they find themselves having to 
assume something of a parental role in caring for those fathers. 
 
Hypothesis 10: Marital status, repartnering, judicial decision and interparental hostility  
The study supported the hypothesis that never-married nonresident fathers would report 
significantly greater interparental hostility and conflict than those once-married.  This confirmed 
the results of a study by Insabella et al. (2003), in which all children were under six years of age 
and the never-married were significantly younger than the once-married fathers.  The lack of any 
significant association between respondents’ age and interparental hostility in the present study 
suggests that marital status rather than age is the important factor. 
 
The heightened hostility and conflict between never-married parents in the present study could 
partly stem from the fact that all had been involved in litigation over children or property 
matters, compared to only a minority of once-married respondents.  If, as Gibson (1992) 
accepted, litigation is an indicator of high conflict, all never-married respondents were 
involved in high-conflict relationships.  The greater hostility could also signify that never-
married mothers, who resent being left with responsibility for children, and never-married 
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fathers, who are unhappy about having to financially support them, tend to have more volatile 
post-separation relationships.   
 
The study also supported the hypothesis that repartnered respondents would report greater 
interparental hostility and conflict than those still single.  Nonresident fathers’ repartnering, 
moreover, was one of five variables in the model which best predicted interparental conflict.  This 
result agrees with evidence that the interparental relationship often deteriorated after nonresident 
fathers had repartnered (Ahrons & Wallisch, 1987).  However, it is at variance with other 
evidence of a negative correlation between fathers’ repartnering and interparental conflict, which 
King and Heard (1999) interpreted as repartnered fathers in new relationships possibly becoming 
less focused on children.  Greater interparental hostility after nonresident fathers have repartnered 
could result from resident mothers, who are wary of other women being involved with children 
(Nielsen, 1999), adopting a less co-operative attitude.  As the qualitative data suggested, it could 
also stem from repartnered fathers sometimes finding themselves caught in a loyalty conflict 
between children and new partners.  Children’s complaints to mothers about having to compete 
with fathers’ new partners during contact could well exacerbate interparental tensions.   
 
The study also confirmed expected higher levels of interparental hostility and conflict between 
parents, who had required a judicial decision to settle disputes about children’s issues.  The 
adversarial legal system under which Australian family law currently operates is inclined to 
heighten tension between parents, providing scope for each to highlight the other’s deficiencies 
and mistakes.  After parents have denigrated each other within a process supposedly concerned 
with the best interests of the children, hostility between them is understandably exacerbated. 
 
Hypothesis 11 Role adjustment, role strain and interparental hostility   
The study found, as hypothesised, that role adjustment was negatively associated with 
interparental hostility and conflict, but that it was not predictive of either.  The association is 
consistent with previous evidence of a correlation between role adjustment and a positive 
interparental relationship (Coysh et al., 1989).  Again, the direction of any causality is unclear, as 
better adjusted fathers may have a greater capacity to relate with resident mothers, or low levels of 
interparental tension may be conducive to fathers’ adjustment. 
 
The study found role strain to be significantly associated with, and to predict interparental 
hostility and conflict.  The causal link between the variables is highly likely to be bi-directional.  
Fathers, stressed by the nonresident-father role, are likely to adopt a hostile and conflictual  
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attitude towards mothers.  Similarly, those who are caught up in a hostile, conflictual interparental 
relationship are more prone to find nonresident fathering a stressful experience, particularly when 
the conflict impacts on contact and involvement with children.  
 
The qualitative data provide further evidence of the association between role strain and 
interparental hostility.  Some participants spoke of the stress they experience by having to 
negotiate contact with resident mothers.  Those fathers, who perceived that mothers were intent on 
excluding them from children’s lives, presented as among the most stressed in the sample. 
 
Hypothesis 12 Attitude to child support, contact, fatherhood salience and interparental 
hostility  
The study provided only partial support for the hypothesis by finding, in accord with other 
research (Fischer, 2002; Teachman, 1991), that nonresident fathers’ positive attitude towards child 
support was positively associated with, but not predictive of, contact.  Results did not show any 
significant association between respondents’ attitude to child support and fatherhood salience, but 
showed that those who accepted child support responsibilities reported less interparental hostility 
and conflict, as had other studies (Pearson & Thoennes, 1988; Teachman, 1991).   
 
This negative correlation between acceptance of child support responsibilities and interparental 
hostility and conflict confirms that child support, together with contact issues, is commonly the 
source of tension between separated parents.  The existence of a national child support scheme 
administered by the CSA does not eliminate interparental tension over child support.  When 
mothers believe that nonresident fathers legitimately or illegally reduce their declared income in 
order to reduce their child support assessment, or even leave work to obtain a nil assessment, they 
are understandably unhappy.  They generally also react negatively when left in difficult 
circumstances by nonresident fathers falling behind with child support payments.  
 
As was evident from the qualitative data, when nonresident fathers perceive mothers and 
children are enjoying better standards of living than they are themselves, they often become 
resentful at having to pay the assessed amount of child support.  Their inability to exercise 
parental authority by having some input into decisions about the way their child support 
payments are spent also often fuels interparental tension.  So, too, does their suspicion that 
children are not benefiting from their payments.  
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8.2. ADDITIONAL IMPORTANT RESULTS 
The extensive data collected in the present research provide added information about the 
experience of fathering after separation.  The following section reports on the most salient results 
derived from single-item and multi-item measures used in the study, and from the qualitative data 
collected at both stages of the research.   
 
8.2.1. ATTITUDE TO RESIDENCE ARRANGEMENT 
Despite most being unhappy for mothers to have sole residence of children after separation, only a 
small percentage of respondents contested residence through the courts, as Maccoby et al., (1993) 
had also found.  Those, who were happy for children to reside with mothers, only slightly 
outnumbered those wanting a shared-residence arrangement.  This is inconsistent with claims that 
most nonresident fathers ‘voluntarily relinquish’ residence of children (Kaye & Tolmie, 1998) or 
that shared residence is simply a ‘rallying point for many angry and frustrated fathers’ (Rosenthal 
& Keshet, 1981).  This result is relevant in light of the recent national Parliamentary Committee 
Enquiry into the advisability of adopting shared residence as a rebuttable presumption for children 
of separated parents.  Clingempeel and Reppucci (1982) suggested this over two decades ago, 
despite widespread views that shared residence is useful for only a small proportion of families 
(Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1997), and not in the best interests of children (Rhoades, Graycar 
& Harrison, 2000).  Although the Committee recently recommended against a presumption for 
shared residence, the current study shows that a sizeable proportion of separated fathers, although 
still a minority, would like some day-to-day responsibility for children after separation. 
 
Fathers’ motivation for wanting shared residence is undoubtedly complex.  Although shared 
residence usually reduces or completely erases fathers’ child support responsibilities, any 
suggestion that this financial consideration solely motivates fathers to seek such an arrangement 
seems to over-simplify the situation.  Financial gain may well motivate fathers to seek shared 
residence, just as it may prompt mothers to oppose such an arrangement because it will affect 
their income by reducing fathers’ child support responsibilities.  Although monetary gain serves 
as a widespread and powerful motivator of behaviour, nonresident fathers are not alone in 
pursuing it.  Resident mothers, too, often resort to the rhetoric of insisting that they are concerned 
only with the ‘best interests of children’, which can be their attempt to legitimise their opposition 
to shared residence.  Moreover, this study has shown that some fathers are keen to have a more 
significant role in children’s lives beyond the general pattern of spending recreation time with 
them on weekends and during school holidays. 
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The growing number of respondents dissatisfied with the residence arrangement over time, as 
Maccoby, Depner and Mnookin (1990) had also found, highlights an inherent difficulty with 
the sole- residence arrangement.  Sole residence tends largely, if not totally, to preclude 
nonresident parents from having significant involvement in children’s routine lives, which 
some respondents said they keenly miss.  In light of solid, if not incontrovertible, evidence that 
fathers in intact families tend to be more active in raising children than previous cohorts of 
fathers, restricting them to a peripheral role in children’s lives after separation seems to involve 
a more significant loss than may have formerly been the case. 
 
The substantial increase in the number of respondents wanting sole residence over the time 
between separation and participating in the research is likely to have resulted partly from their 
pain at being separated from children, which was a theme permeating much of the qualitative 
data.  It could also reflect their frustration at losing most of their parental authority within the 
family, and their desire to redress perceived injustices, suffered at the hands of resident 
mothers.  It is further possible that some fathers, after years of separation, feel more confident 
in coping with now-older children, or they sense that children would now benefit from a 
change of residence.  In reality, the older children included in the study, who are approaching 
adolescence, are almost in a position to make their own decisions about residing with fathers.   
 
8.2.2. ENGAGEMENT ISSUES 
Engagement with children is at the heart of nonresident parenting.  Both the quantitative and 
qualitative data in this study reflected respondents’ differing attitudes towards engagement, and 
detailed their positive and negative experiences of it. 
 
8.2.2.1. Contact decisions 
Many respondents claimed to have had little or no input into decisions regarding their contact 
with children.  Although this situation may reflect pre-separation parenting arrangements, by 
which fathers left the major responsibility for children and decisions affecting them to mothers, 
evidence indicates that most were dissatisfied with their input into contact decisions.  Some 
feminist commentators (Arendell, 1995; Kaye & Tolmie, 1998) simplistically interpret 
nonresident fathers’ distress as resentment over resident mothers’ control in the separated family 
and their consequent loss of patriarchal power.  Such an interpretation ignores the fact that 
preventing nonresident fathers from having significant input into contact decisions is a failure to 
recognise them as parents.  
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Scholars, such as Kurdek (1981) and Seltzer and Brandeth (1994), recognised that sole 
residence is conducive to resident mothers assuming an even greater gatekeeping role within 
the family.  At times, mothers adopt what appears a proprietal role regarding children, and 
unilaterally make parental decisions, which affect nonresident fathers as well as themselves.  
When resident mothers talk of allowing nonresident fathers to have contact with children, they 
imply that fathers’ engagement depends more on their graciousness than on a shared parental 
decision.  Some comments reported in the study confirm the powerlessness of those 
nonresident fathers, who perceive their engagement with children to be at the whim of resident 
mothers’.  This is not to deny that some resident mothers, for their part, also experience a 
similar sense of powerlessness in situations where fathers unilaterally decide when to see 
children, or to disengage from them.  
 
8.2.2.2. Satisfaction with contact  
The study showed that approximately half the respondents had maintained reasonably stable 
contact during the years since separation, with slightly less than a third of them reducing or 
stopping contact altogether.  Although the number of respondents dissatisfied with their contact 
was smaller than that reported in other Australian studies (Burns, 1980; Smyth & Parkinson, 
2003), most wanted to spend more time with children.  The number wanting to do so, however, 
was considerably less than that reported by Gibson (1992) in her study of parents, who had 
attended mediation in the Family Court.  Demand characteristics possibly had some bearing on 
respondents’ wish to see children more often.  Had they admitted to being satisfied with the 
amount of time spent with children, respondents may well have feared appearing as not very 
dedicated parents, an unpleasant prospect for those, who like, or indeed need, to think of 
themselves as committed parents. 
 
The positive association between satisfaction with time spent with children and satisfaction with 
input into contact decisions suggests that nonresident fathers, who have some say about contact, 
were likely to arrive at more acceptable arrangements.  It could also signify that, when resident 
mothers unilaterally decided on contact details, respondents were resentful and dissatisfied with 
them almost on principle.  
 
8.2.2.3. Marital status, court orders and contact  
In finding that never-married respondents had no less contact with children than those once-
married, the study failed to support a considerable body of evidence (Insabella et al., 2003; King, 
1994b; Seltzer, 1991; Wall, 1992).  A possible explanation for this result is that the never-married 
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fathers involved in the present study had all applied to the Family Court over children or property 
matters, so may have been more highly motivated to remain engaged with children.  This result 
could also stem from the overall cultural homogeneity of the sample in the study, compared to the 
mix of Whites, Blacks and Hispanics found in US comparisons between never-married and once-
married nonresident fathers (McLanahan & Carlson, 2004).  In US studies, variations in 
nonresident fathers’ contact with children could be a product of cultural differences as much as of 
marital status.  
 
The study found that respondents with court orders for contact made by a judge had less contact 
than those without any orders.  This result, although consistent with previous evidence (Baum, 
2003; Dudley, 1991b; Kruk, 1992), is in some way surprising because of the assumption that 
those, who had pursued the matter through to a judicial hearing, would be highly motivated to 
remain engaged with children.  A possible reason for fathers with orders made by a judge having 
less contact is that many in fact may have contested residence of children, and so were dissatisfied 
with only contact.  Some of these could well have been fathers, who had been highly involved 
with children prior to separation.  As already seen, previously involved fathers are often 
dissatisfied with nonresident fathering and are at risk of disengaging altogether (Hetherington et 
al., 1976; Kruk, 1991, 1992).  Moreover, as families requiring a judicial decision represent the 
most conflictual in the study, these respondents may well have reduced contact in order to avoid 
having to deal with former partners.  
 
8.2.2.4. Type of contact 
Most engaged respondents had overnight contact, with only a small proportion reporting day-only 
contact.  The fact that children’s age was one of the variables controlled in the present study could 
account for the marked discrepancy between this result and that reported by Smyth and Parkinson 
(2003).  The likelihood of day-only contact is far greater for fathers of infants and pre-school age 
children than for those with older children.  The prevailing philosophy, based on attachment 
theory, proposes that overnight contact can be a distressing experience for very young children 
because it separates them at a vulnerable time from primary attachment figures.  Only recently 
have commentators begun to challenge, not without generating some controversy (Solomon & 
Biringen, 2001), the unwritten presumption that pre-school children not stay overnight with 
nonresident fathers (Kelly & Lamb, 2000; Ram, Finzi & Cohen, 2002; Warshak, 2000).   
 
8.2.2.5 Predictors of contact  
The study found that four independent variables predicted contact frequency, and five the level of 
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contact.  Among them, mothers’ attitude to contact and nonresident fathers’ role satisfaction were 
predictive of both dependent variables.  The importance which nonresident fathers attribute to 
mothers’ attitude to contact signifies that fathers perceive them to play a vital role in facilitating 
contact.  It also signals the danger of mothers assuming too strong a gatekeeping role with respect 
to children.  It seems, however, also to reflect nonresident fathers’ tendency to blame mothers for 
their often tenuous relationships with children, which is borne out by the finding that fathers’ 
relationship with children also predicted level of contact. 
 
The link between role satisfaction and contact confirms respondents’ need to remain in touch with 
children after separation and the impact of contact on their experience as nonresident fathers.  
Indicators are that many nonresident fathers now want more contact than traditionally granted by 
courts or agreed upon by parents, as is evidenced, for example, by challenges to the traditional 
taboo of pre-school children staying overnight with them. 
 
8.2.2.6. Obstacles to contact  
As Greif (1979) had found, the study showed work commitments to be most commonly cited 
as an obstacle to contact, indicating another systemic bias frequently impeding nonresident 
fathers from being significantly present in children’s lives.  This result is very different from 
that reported by Dudley (1991b), in whose study work commitments were rarely identified as a 
hindrance to contact.  Flexible work hours, which are necessary for most nonresident fathers to 
be significantly engaged with children, are usually available only to white collar workers and 
professionals.  The only option for less skilled workers, who are generally unable to work 
flexible hours, is to work part-time if they want more contact with children.  Such a change in 
work patterns has, however, serious implications for fathers themselves and for their financial 
contribution to children.  
 
Several respondents also nominated resident mothers and geographical distance as obstacles to 
contact.  This is consistent with the result that mothers’ attitude towards contact was part of the 
model best predicting frequency and level of contact.  It is also in accord with evidence that 
geographical distance between households was negatively associated with all three aspects of 
fathers’ engagement, and predicted contact frequency.  
 
8.2.3. PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT  
The measure of nonresident fathers’ involvement with children used in the study was based on 
frequency of face-to-face and telephone contact, sharing in parental decision-making and being 
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involved with children’s schools.  Studies of nonresident fathers’ involvement (Ahrons, 1983; 
Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Erera et al., 1999; Stephens, 1996) have not included level of parental 
authority and interaction with schools as part of the measure, but have tended to focus on contact 
frequency, child support payments and participation in child-related activities.  
 
8.2.3.1. Involvement in decision making  
The study clearly showed that most respondents perceive themselves to have little chance of 
sharing in parental decisions.  This situation appears to be a product of sole residence, for 
which court orders usually specify that resident mothers have sole responsibility for decisions 
concerning day-to-day care, welfare and development of children, effectively excluding fathers 
from any involvement.  The rationale behind this specification is to reduce the risk of children 
being constantly caught up in ongoing parental hostility and conflict.  Although this risk may 
be great for those children, whose parents require a judicial decision to settle disputes, it is not 
necessarily significant for those, who do not litigate or who are able to obtain court orders by 
consent.  Greater involvement in decision making by the majority of nonresident fathers would 
possibly result in no more conflict than is often found in intact families where parents differ 
about parenting issues. 
 
8.2.3.2. Involvement in schools 
Most respondents, although not as many as Teachman (1991) reported, indicated that they had 
little or no involvement in children’s schools.  This result highlights the extent to which many 
nonresident fathers are on the fringe of children’s lives and, as Fox (1985) noted, suggests the 
implications of school policies for nonresident fathers.  When interviewed, participants 
confirmed that schools often refer their requests for information concerning children’s 
education to resident mothers (Austin, 1993; Baker & McMurray, 1998) and exclude them 
from educational decisions (Depner & Bray, 1990).  These widespread school policies and 
practices are indicators of what many nonresident fathers perceive to be another example of 
systemic bias against them.  Baker and McMurray (1998) stated that schools can reinforce 
resident mothers in their gatekeeping role, as can courts, which often stipulate that mothers are 
to authorise schools to provide nonresident fathers with information about children’s progress 
and to notify them of important school functions.  Such orders imply that resident mothers 
have the right to direct schools to recognise nonresident fathers.  The reluctance of education 
authorities to acknowledge that most children of separated parents belong to two-parent 
families, even though residing in one-parent households, further impedes nonresident fathers’ 
involvement with children.  As Tarriff and Levine (1993) recommended, schools need to 
 222
abandon stereotypical thinking that nonresident fathers are unimportant, and not expect them to 
forego their influence on children’s education and upbringing, as Seagull and Seagull (1977) 
had suggested.  There is also a likelihood that nonresident fathers’ absence from schools partly 
accounts for children of separated parents performing poorly at school (Stone, 2002). 
 
8.2.3.3. Predictors of involvement 
Three independent variables of role satisfaction, role adjustment and fatherhood salience predicted 
nonresident fathers’ involvement.  This outcome points to the relevance of role satisfaction, which 
was found to predict all three aspects of engagement.  It indicates that many nonresident fathers 
want or need parental involvement with children and are unhappy at being restricted to the role of 
visitor or playmate.  It is not surprising that better-adjusted nonresident fathers are more likely to 
have some involvement rather than simply contact with children, with causality likely to flow in 
both directions between the two variables.  Despite evidence to the contrary (Minton & Pasley, 
1996), it is also not surprising that fatherhood salience was found to predict involvement.  
Common sense suggests that those, who highly value being fathers, are more likely to want to be 
involved with children rather than simply have contact with them. 
 
8.2.4. INTERPARENTAL RELATIONSHIPS  
The tone of most comments about former partners and the small number of respondents, who had 
resorted to litigation, indicate that high conflict families did not dominate the study sample.  It is 
thus reasonable to conclude that the overall results were not skewed by interparental hostility or 
conflict, but rather tended to reflect the general population of separated parents.  
 
In view of the significant correlation between income and education, one surprising result was 
that interparental hostility was found to be negatively associated with respondents’ income but not 
with their level of education.  This was contrary to evidence found by McKeering et al. (2000) 
that both income and education were linked with interparental tension.  The result suggests that 
those on high incomes are likely to be paying more child support, which could reduce the 
potential for resident mothers to complain about a lack of funds.  
 
The positive correlation between geographical distance and interparental tension supports 
Guttman’s (1989) suggestion that a common reason for one or other parent to move away is 
precisely to escape from hostility between them.  The causality could also flow in the opposite 
direction.  The interparental relationship may well become tense because resident parents feel 
unsupported by nonresident parents who move away, or nonresident parents become frustrated 
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and depressed by the limited opportunity to be active in children’s lives because resident parents 
relocate. 
 
Amidst hostile interparental relationships, respondents not surprisingly appeared more likely to 
fear being replaced by step-fathers.  Underlying such fear is often the assumption that 
antagonistic mothers are unlikely to encourage fathers’ continued engagement.  Another 
possible explanation is that those afraid of being supplanted in the father-role contribute to an 
increase in interparental tension by strongly fighting to remain engaged with children.  The 
absence of any significant association between mothers’ repartnering and interparental hostility 
suggests that the presence of step-fathers in children’s lives does not, in itself, increase 
interparental hostility.  Similarly, respondents, who hoped that one day children would live 
with them did not report more interparental hostility.  This result seems to indicate that 
nonresident fathers’ desire for children to live with them is more a product of fatherhood 
salience than of any wish to avenge resident mothers for making nonresident parenting 
difficult. 
 
The five variables, which constituted the model best predicting interparental hostility, were low 
satisfaction with parental authority, low role satisfaction, little input into the decision regarding 
residence, low level of involvement and role strain.  Although the direction of any causality is 
unclear, this result accords with common sense.  Interparental relationships are likely to be more 
strained when nonresident fathers, with little input into even deciding on children’s residence, 
strive to exercise more parental authority and seek to be involved with children.  Low satisfaction 
with parental authority was also found to be associated with conflict at separation, which was one 
of five variables predicting ongoing interparental conflict.  This result provides further evidence 
that continuing conflict between separated parents may not simply be the product of unresolved 
issues stemming from their relationship breakdown, but is fuelled also by disagreements over 
parenting issues, highly likely to be triggered by nonresident fathers’ distress at having little scope 
to exercise any parental authority. 
 
As already seen, violence or high conflict at the time of separation predicts ongoing 
interparental tension, and is more likely to do so in families where children had witnessed the 
violence.  However, this study has produced both written and oral evidence that ongoing 
hostility towards former partners also stems from the frustration felt by some nonresident 
fathers, who perceive they are denied the opportunity to be significantly involved with 
children. 
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The association found between interparental conflict and the importance of fathering prior to 
separation further confirms that those, for whom fatherhood is salient, find their reduced 
parental role after separation difficult to accept.  An undoubtedly consistent outcome of the 
present study is that nonresident fathers’ thwarted desire to be significantly engaged with 
children is strongly linked with interparental tension.  
 
8.2.5 RELATIONSHIP WITH CHILDREN  
Respondents generally presented their relationship with children in positive terms.  The vast 
majority claimed to be very close to children and to be deeply satisfied with their relationships 
with them.  Although respondents’ claims remain very subjective in the absence of the 
children’s perspective on the relationship, they could well signal an important effect of 
contemporary fathers’ greater involvement with children.  They may, however, indicate that 
the sample was biased in the direction of closely bonded fathers or that fathers generally lacked 
insight into the complexity of father-child relationships, had low expectations of them, or 
tended to deny their reality.   
 
By finding that respondents’ relationships with children were significantly associated with their 
relationships with former partners, the study confirmed evidence reported by Esposito (1995).  
This association could have resulted from aspects of respondents’ personality, which affect all 
their relationships, or it could signify that those, who are caught up in conflict with mothers, 
have less energy and time to devote to maintaining relationships with children.  Children of 
conflictual parents may also be wary of getting close to nonresident fathers because of their 
fear of being caught up in the interparental tension, or because they view feuding fathers as less 
attractive and safe.  The question of safety is particularly likely to arise in children’s minds if 
they have witnessed physical violence between their parents.  When parents are conflictual, 
children commonly form an alliance with resident mothers against nonresident fathers, which 
could also explain the negative association found between role strain and relationships with 
children. 
 
Qualitative data confirm the link found between fathers’ relationship with children and 
mothers’ attitude to contact.  Resident mothers can certainly draw children into alliances 
opposed to nonresident fathers.  Fathers can just as readily mask their own limitations by 
attributing problematic relationships with children to mothers’ interference or lack of 
encouragement, effectively denying children the right or opportunity to be negative towards 
them.  This type of behaviour is consistent with the defence mechanism of splitting, which 
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fathers can adopt when they are unable to integrate their own positive and negative 
characteristics.  As Schuldberg and Guisinger (1991) recognised, this defence mechanism 
allows nonresident fathers to displace their negativity onto mothers, whom they devalue, and to 
retain their unadulterated positivity to such an extent that they idealise themselves with relation 
to children.   
 
The positive association found between relationship with children and role adjustment supports 
claims by nonresident fathers that they can better adjust to their new parental role when they 
relate well with children (Hoffman, 1995).  The further correlation between relationship with 
children and parental authority suggests that nonresident fathers need the opportunity to fulfil a 
parental role, rather than simply act as entertainers or supervisors, if they are to strengthen 
relationships with children.  It is also intuitively understandable that those, for whom 
fatherhood carries a high salience, are relieved and happy at being able to sustain a close 
relationship with children, as the results showed. 
 
Level of contact was one of three variables in the model best predicting relationships with 
children, confirming a similar correlation found by Koch and Lowery (1985).  This result is yet 
another indicator that contact frequency in itself does not guarantee that fathers will sustain sound 
relationships with children.  The type and duration of contact are highly significant (Clarke-
Stewart & Hayward, 1996; Curtner-Smith, 1995), seemingly because of the opportunities they 
offer nonresident fathers to engage in parental activities, which are conducive to the development 
of attachment and bonding between them and children.  
 
8.2.6. EXPERIENCE OF NONRESIDENT FATHERING  
The study’s investigation of several aspects of nonresident fathering provided useful data about 
respondents’ experience of the role, and its implication for themselves and for relationships and 
behaviours within separated families.  The study highlighted nonresident fathers’ grief at losing 
daily interaction with children and at not being involved in the mundane aspects of their lives, 
supporting evidence from the qualitative study by McMurray and Blackmore (1993).  It also 
suggested that present-day nonresident fathers experience much the same systemic pressures as 
faced by earlier cohorts of fathers, and which Rosenthal and Keshet (1981) believed covertly 
encourage single rather than shared parenting.  
 
The qualitative data showed that several participants, who did not enjoy a close relationship with 
their own fathers during childhood and adolescence, attempted to adopt a different model of 
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fathering their own children.  As already seen, this resolve to be different from their own fathers 
undoubtedly reflects changes to fathers’ behaviour within families, but it also appears to mask a 
sadness or disappointment with their own fathers, to whom some managed to develop a closeness 
only in adulthood.  The extent to which participants had succeeded in being more involved with 
children prior to separation is unclear, particularly because of parents’ tendency to repeat at times 
their own parents’ mistakes.  The study detected, however, a widely-held view that nonresident 
fathering seriously hinders them from being the fathers they now aspire to be, regardless of the 
quality of their pre-separation fathering. 
 
8.2.6.1. Fatherhood salience  
The significant correlation between fatherhood salience and conflict at separation suggests that 
respondents anticipated the impact, which separation would have on their fathering.  The fear of 
being separated from, and becoming irrelevant to children may well motivate fathers to resist the 
separation and intensify their anger with former partners, who in most cases initiate the 
separation.  Apart from the loss of the romantic relationship and the deep feelings of abandonment 
and rejection, which separation can arouse, nonresident fathers’ fear of losing children is also a 
likely source of interparental tension and conflict.  The implication is that interparental conflict, 
with all its inherent dangers, may in fact reflect a commitment to parenting on behalf of both 
partners, and the absence of conflict around the time of separation may signal low fatherhood 
salience rather than a caring strategy by parents to protect children from interparental hostility.  
The tendency for respondents with high scores on the measure of fatherhood salience to want 
shared or sole residence of children supports this suggestion. 
 
The negative correlation between fatherhood salience and fathers’ level of education is at variance 
with some evidence (Erera et al., 1999).  As mentioned above, this association could signify that 
more educated fathers, likely to be involved in challenging and satisfying work, derive their 
identity from roles other than fatherhood.  The negative association between fatherhood salience 
and satisfaction with parental authority, and the positive association between it and role strain 
support previous evidence that those for whom fathering is important tend to find nonresident 
fathering a stressful experience (Simon, 1992). 
 
The significant association between fatherhood salience and levels of both contact and 
involvement, and its lack of correlation with contact frequency is further evidence that, when men 
value fathering, they are dissatisfied with simply seeing children.  This outcome partially supports 
the inconsistent evidence to emerge from the dual nationality study by Erera et al. (1999, who  
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found fatherhood salience to be associated with involvement but not contact frequency for US 
fathers, but to be positively associated with contact frequency and negatively with involvement 
for Israeli fathers. 
 
The current study clearly demonstrated that those, for whom fatherhood is highly salient, seek 
more than frequent contact with children.  They want to be involved in children’s lives in a way, 
which gives some meaning to their fatherhood.  Within the limits of sole-resident arrangements, 
some respondents appear to have managed to achieve extensive contact and involvement with 
children.  Their efforts to maintain a semblance of parenthood in the separated family, though, 
could account for the correlation, which the study found between fatherhood salience and 
interparental conflict. 
 
8.2.6.2. Role adjustment  
Role adjustment was found to have some influence on contact and involvement with children.  It 
is intuitively appealing that fathers, who can maintain engagement with children after separation, 
are likely to adjust to their new parental role more easily than those, who perceive they are 
precluded from fulfilling any parental responsibilities other than financially supporting children.  
Not surprisingly, the study found satisfaction with parental authority to be one of two variables in 
the model which best predicted role adjustment.  Similarly, those fathers, who successfully make 
the transition to a changed parental role, are more likely to have the energy and commitment 
needed to remain engaged with children amidst the physical and emotional demands engagement 
usually entails.   
 
The negative association between role adjustment and interparental hostility and conflict also 
makes intuitive sense, as the latter can signify that fathers have been unable to achieve the former, 
just as nonresident fathers’ capacity to adjust is likely to reduce the likelihood of tension with 
former partners.  For many nonresident fathers, however, role adjustment implies a willingness to 
accept a peripheral role in children’s lives.  When fathers are unwilling to do so and, for whatever 
reasons, perceive that resident mothers and important social institutions prevent them from 
assuming a more relevant parental role, they are at risk of becoming somewhat hostile and 
conflictual.  Currently, legal theory and practice seem to support resident mothers in restricting 
nonresident fathers’ role to the minimum, and to expect fathers to adjust to playing a marginal 
role in children’s lives.   
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One important result to emerge from the study was the significant association between role 
adjustment and the four CPI folk scales.  The Responsibility, Self-control and Good Impression 
scales were associated with no other multi-item measure, and Responsibility, together with 
satisfaction with parental authority, predicted role adjustment.  This result indicates that 
personality characteristics more directly influence nonresident fathers’ capacity to adjust and cope 
with the demands of nonresident fathering, than their engagement with children.   
 
8.2.6.3. Role satisfaction  
Those respondents, who felt that they had more control over the separation and who were happy 
for children to remain in the care of mothers, were more satisfied with their changed parental role.  
By way of contrast, when the separation was marked by conflict and respondents still felt bitter 
about it, or when they lived far from children, they tended to be less satisfied.  The variables 
predicting role satisfaction were low interparental hostility, as Nicholls and Pike (1998) had 
found, high levels of contact and involvement, geographical proximity, and little ongoing 
bitterness over the separation.  This evidence partly supports the recent study by Leite and 
McKenry (2002), who found that level of contact and participation in decision making predicted 
role satisfaction.  Because geographical distance, interparental hostility and bitterness over 
separation were all found to be negative predictors of role satisfaction, the implication is that 
separated parents commonly move away in order to escape the conflict surrounding separation, 
and that some nonresident fathers do so to contain their bitterness over the separation.  This is not 
to deny that ongoing conflict or bitterness, however, may also result from fathers’ limited 
involvement with children as a result of mothers’ relocation. 
 
The study also detected significant links between role satisfaction and nonresident fathers’ 
engagement and relationships with children.  By finding levels of both contact and involvement 
are part of the best predictive model of role satisfaction, this research confirms previous evidence 
(Gibson, 1992) that nonresident fathers are happier when able to fulfil a relevant parental role in 
the separated family.  
 
8.2.6.4. Role strain  
The study found that fathers, who had been involved with children prior to separation, or who 
were still bitter about the separation and their lack of control over it, recorded higher scores on 
the measure of role strain.  Similarly, those wanting either shared or sole residence of their 
children, or now living some distance from them, reported experiencing more role strain.  
Lower levels of role strain were reported by fathers, who enjoyed close relationships with 
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children or who had been in longer parental relationships, which may have allowed them to 
bond more effectively with children.  
 
As Simon (1992) had previously reported, fatherhood salience was one of the variables 
predicting role strain,  The impact of separation on highly committed fathers is further borne 
out by some evidence that, in intact families, fathers for whom fatherhood was salient reported 
experiencing less strain (Scott & Alwin, 1989).  Not surprisingly, as Umberson and Williams 
(1993) had found, interparental hostility was another variable predicting role strain.  The 
negative correlations between role strain, levels of engagement and resident mothers’ positive 
attitude towards contact again strongly confirm the importance for many fathers of having 
significant contact and involvement with children.   
 
Role strain was among the few measures associated with aspects of respondents’ personality.  
The positive correlation between Sensitivity and role strain suggests that those fathers, who are 
prone to take setbacks and relationship tensions to heart, are more likely to experience 
nonresident fathering as stressful.  The negative association between Socialization and role 
strain suggests that stable, sincere, reliable and compliant nonresident fathers find nonresident 
fathering less stressful because, as already seen, they tend to have more contact with children.  
It is possible that the negative association between Good Impression and role strain results 
from those fathers wanting to make a good impression being reluctant to admit that they do not 
cope well with nonresident fathering. 
 
As half of the variables in the model best predicting role strain referred to the actual separation, 
indicators are that nonresident fathers’ difficulty in moving on from the distress and hurts 
experienced around the time of separation is likely to result in ongoing stress.  It makes 
intuitive sense that, when deeply wounded by separation or enraged by a sense of 
powerlessness in the breakdown of the family unit, nonresident fathers are more likely to be 
hostile towards resident mothers.  However, as involvement with children was also negatively 
predictive of role strain, it appears that parental and not simply interparental issues give rise to 
nonresident fathers’ stress.  
 
A common theme in the interviews was the stress that fathers experience at being deprived of 
the opportunity to be involved in the mundane aspects of children’s lives.  This inability to be 
involved in children’s daily lives clearly tends to assume a deep significance, regardless of 
fathers’ level of involvement prior to separation.  Its association with role strain is especially 
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relevant in light of the generally accepted arrangement, which restricts nonresident fathers’ 
contact with children to weekends and school holidays. 
 
The qualitative data identified as an added source of role strain the difficulty of balancing 
commitments to children, fathers’ own social needs, and responsibilities to new partners and 
families.  This source of stress is undoubtedly heightened by contact with children almost 
invariably occurring during fathers’ recreation time, increasing the potential for the clash 
between social needs, and family and parental responsibilities.  The brevity of the time that 
many nonresident fathers spend with children may intensify this pressure between parental 
responsibility and personal needs.  When nonresident fathers attempt to balance needs and 
responsibilities during contact periods, children can sometimes become resentful because they 
feel deprived of what for them is the scarce resource of fathers’ time.   
 
8.2.6.5. Parental authority  
The study strongly supported evidence (Gibson, 1992; Kruk, 1994) that some nonresident 
fathers deeply feel the loss of their parental authority after separation, which Furstenberg 
(1988) proposed partially explains their withdrawal from parental participation altogether.  The 
extent to which nonresident fathers are marginalised in their parental role is clear from the 
evidence that only one in five respondents reported having any input into decisions concerning 
children.  Notwithstanding their limited input in parenting decisions, which is considerably less 
than that cited by Maccoby et al. (1993), respondents generally believed that they make a 
difference to children’s lives.  They perceived themselves as providing children with an 
enrichment or balance simply by being present in their lives.   
 
Another example of nonresident fathers’ diminished parental authority is their lack of input 
into decisions about the amount of child support they pay, which mainly results from the 
national scheme, by which the CSA usually assesses the amount of child support to be paid.  
What particularly galls some nonresident fathers is that resident mothers escape any similar 
assessment as to the proportion of their income they are to devote to children.  Nonresident 
fathers’ parental authority in the matter of child support is further eroded because they rarely 
have any input into decisions as to the way child support payments are spent on children 
(Bertoia & Drakich, 1993). 
 
Although parental authority was negatively associated with both interparental hostility and 
conflict, the regression analysis showed that low hostility and high conflict were among the 
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variables best predicting parental authority.  A possible explanation is that the less hostile the 
interparental relationship, the more likely nonresident fathers are to have an opportunity to 
exercise parental authority, and the more they do so, the greater the chance of interparental 
conflict over matters concerning children.  The same predictive model confirms that the more 
satisfied respondents are with parental authority, and the better they consider relationships with 
children to be, the more authority they see themselves to have in the separated family.  This 
result confirms that the ability to exercise some parental authority is important for nonresident 
fathers’ relationship with children.  Level of contact and fathers’ attitude to child support were 
the other two variables found to predict parental authority.  It makes intuitive sense that the type 
and duration of contact, which Clarke-Stewart and Hayward (1996) found also to be associated 
with children’s adjustment, provide nonresident fathers with greater opportunity to exercise 
some authority, which may be as simple as determining bedtimes and regulating children’s 
hygiene on overnight or block holiday contact.  The link between parental authority and attitude 
to child support is not surprising.  It makes intuitive sense that those fathers, who perceive that 
they can exercise some parental authority within the family, are far more likely to accept 
financial responsibility for children, and resident mothers in turn are likely to give those fathers 
more scope to share in parental decision making.   
 
8.2.6.6 Satisfaction with parental authority  
Evidence that most respondents were dissatisfied with their input into the decision concerning 
children’s residence confirms a widespread perception that mothers are generally the ones to 
make this decision.  If accurate, this may simply reflect the pattern that exists for many families 
where mothers exercise most of the parental power (Kranichfeld, 1987) and assume almost all 
responsibility for decisions concerning children.  In some families, however, mothers may make 
the residence decision because of fathers’ fragile emotional state at separation.  When mothers 
initiate the separation, some fathers could be so emotionally distressed as to be unable at the 
time to make rational decisions about the best living arrangement for children.   
 
As seen earlier, respondents were commonly dissatisfied with their little input into child support 
decisions.  To claim that this demonstrates their lack of concern for children’s welfare, as 
Arendell (1995) does, appears simplistic because it denies that most people want or need to 
exercise some discretion over the disposal of their income.  Present arrangements, which provide 
for the CSA to assess, collect and distribute child support payments, commonly render 
nonresident fathers powerless and bereft of any parental authority in the matter.  The frustrations  
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of such an experience can be exacerbated by fathers’ distrust that children actually benefit from 
their child support payments.   
 
A more useful child support arrangement, for which the present system makes some provision, is 
for nonresident fathers to meet some of children’s specific expenses.  This practice not only 
addresses dissatisfaction with having no input into the spending of child support contributions, 
but it also lowers suspicions that children do not benefit from what is paid.  It has the further 
advantage of children knowing that nonresident fathers are in fact financially supporting them.  
Another possible benefit is that the undertaking of responsibility for specific expenses may 
ensure higher rates of compliance with child support obligations (Dudley, 1991) and even result 
in larger amounts of child support being paid (Nielsen, 1999). 
 
A common source of nonresident fathers’ dissatisfaction with parental authority was their little 
input into decisions concerning contact.  The fathers generally perceived that resident mothers 
control all aspects of contact, and they expressed their frustrations when mothers unilaterally 
change arrangements to suit themselves.  A result of this perception, which may or may not be 
accurate, is that it often fuels nonresident fathers’ anxiety that mothers, at best, are not basically 
committed to contact or, at worst, want to cut them out of children’s lives.   
 
When satisfied with their parental authority, respondents tended to be better adjusted to 
nonresident fathering and more positive about their relationships with children.  This is further 
evidence that adjustment to nonresident fathering partly consists of being able to accept a 
reduced parental role, which nevertheless can provide the opportunity for some parental 
authority within the family.  The negative association between satisfaction with parental 
authority and fatherhood salience, which was part of the final model best predicting it, again 
confirms that those fathers, for whom fatherhood is particularly important, find it difficult to 
accept any reduction in the parental role.  The qualitative data pointed to the strong influence of 
participants’ own experience of being fathered on fatherhood salience.  Those determined to be 
better parents than their own fathers can understandably be highly frustrated that nonresident 
parenting provides them with such limited opportunities to be so.  Undoubtedly, childhood 
experiences often strongly affect fatherhood salience and result in nonresident fathers being 
dissatisfied with their parental authority.   
 
Parental authority and low interparental hostility were found to be among predictors of 
respondents’ satisfaction with parental authority.  Rather unexpectedly, the two remaining 
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predictive variables, relationships with children and level of contact, were found to have a 
negative influence on parental authority satisfaction.  It seems as though contact in itself, which 
does not necessarily provide many opportunities for parental authority is counter-indicative of 
the dependent measure, and that those who are happy to act authoritatively as parents are 
prepared to risk some aspects of their relationship with children.  
 
8.2.7. PARENTAL ATTITUDES 
Mothers’ attitude to fathers’ contact with children, and fathers’ attitude to meeting their child 
support responsibilities were the two measures of parental attitudes included in the study.  The 
data provided some indication of the meanings that fathers put on both measures, and confirmed 
the significant association between them reported by Pearson and Thoennes (1988). 
 
8.2.7.1. Mothers’ attitude to fathers’ contact  
Overall, respondents assessed resident mothers’ attitude towards contact as reasonably positive, 
which is yet another indicator that the sample did not consist predominantly of high conflict 
families.  Although relatively few respondents believed that mothers want to prevent them 
having contact with children, most admitted to rarely, if ever, discussing contact arrangements 
with them.  This lack of communication with mothers about contact explains the large number of 
respondents reporting no interparental conflict over the matter.  
 
Although they did not allege that resident mothers interfered with contact, most fathers accused 
them of failing to encourage and support it.  One possible basis for these perceptions is that 
many resident mothers doubt that fathers have much to offer children, yet realise that they can 
do little to prevent contact from occurring.  By claiming that they never stop children from 
seeing their fathers, resident mothers can convey their lack of conviction that children have 
much to gain from the contact.  This may well be true for some children.  Other children, 
though, especially when aware of interparental hostility, may need mothers’ support and 
encouragement to be confident of having their clear permission to spend time and even to enjoy 
being with nonresident fathers.  As McDonald (1990) pointed out, children can be aware that 
mothers are not enthusiastic about contact, without them directly interfering with it.   
 
Mothers’ assessment that children derive little benefit from contact with nonresident fathers may 
be based in reality, but may also be influenced by their own negativity towards former partners.  
Clinical practice confirms Klatte’s (1999) claim that separated parents often make unrealistic 
parenting demands of each other, and supports empirical evidence that mothers are more likely  
 234
 
to be dissatisfied with fathers’ parenting skills than vice versa (Madden-Derdich & Leonard, 
2002).  Feminist researchers and commentators, such as Arendell (1992) and Kaye and Tolmie 
(1998), however, dispute the accuracy of fathers’ perceptions that mothers do not encourage 
contact.  They suggest, rather, that the reality often is that fathers unfairly expect mothers to 
compensate for children’s reluctance to spend time with them by acting as family mediators.  
This may well be true in some instances, just as it can be true in others that children feel caught 
in a loyalty bind when resident mothers do not encourage them to spend time with nonresident 
fathers. 
 
Those at the low end of engagement were more inclined to assess mothers as being negative 
towards contact.  This association confirms the important role which resident mothers can play 
in facilitating fathers’ engagement with children.  Although mothers clearly have the opportunity 
to sabotage contact (Kelly & Wallerstein, 1977), some nonresident fathers tend, as Jordan (1992) 
found, to avoid responsibility for relationships and displace responsibility for problematic father-
child relationships onto mothers.  It appears that to attribute definitive meanings to this 
association between low engagement and mothers’ negative attitudes may be the result of 
research bias.  It risks over-simplifying a complex facet of post-separation family relationships.  
 
The association between Socialization and a positive assessment of mothers’ attitude to contact 
could signify that reliable and consistent nonresident fathers are likely to be of little concern to 
mothers who, in turn, confidently encourage contact with children.  These high scoring fathers 
on the Socialization scale may also be more open to accepting their own contribution to family 
tensions and be less inclined to hold mothers responsible for them all.  The three variables found 
to predict a negative assessment of mothers’ attitude were conflict over contact, low role 
adjustment and low role satisfaction.  Although the first of these predictive variables is self-
evident, the remaining two signal the relevance of mothers’ approach to contact issues for 
nonresident fathers’ adjustment and role satisfaction.  When resident mothers’ attitude is 
perceived as neutral, if not negative, most nonresident fathers find it difficult to adjust to the 
limited parental role which mothers allow them to play.  They also tend to be dissatisfied as 
parents because much of their energy is absorbed by trying to resolve interparental issues.  The 
significant influence of resident mothers’ negative attitude to contact is clear from evidence of 
its association with greater role strain, less satisfying relationships with children, less parental 
authority and greater dissatisfaction with the authority.   
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8.2.7.2. Fathers’ attitude towards child support 
The study showed that the vast majority of respondents claimed to be financially supporting 
children.  This is something of a testimony to the effectiveness of the national child support 
scheme.  It is likely that most fathers, who reported having a private agreement with former 
partners or having unilaterally determined the amount of their child support, are paying less 
child support than they would under the national assessment formula, as Arendell (1995) found.  
The amount they can deviate from CSA assessments, though, is limited if resident mothers 
receive social security benefits.  In these families, private child support agreements have to 
resemble the assessed amounts in order to protect the government from having to heavily 
subsidise resident mothers.  
 
Approximately a third of respondents pay child support directly to mothers.  It can be safely 
assumed that they are reasonably reliable in paying child support because resident mothers 
generally request the CSA to collect payments when payments become irregular.  A surprising 
result was that only a few of those paying directly to mothers devote all or part of their child 
support to meeting children’s specific expenses.  This may reflect the difficulty in identifying 
suitable specific expenses, apart from obvious costs like private school fees, that nonresident 
fathers can meet as part of their financial commitment.  It may also signal that some resident 
mothers are disinclined to surrender control over spending child support payments.  However, by 
directly meeting children’s specific costs, nonresident fathers seem more likely to be positive 
towards paying child support and less inclined to argue with mothers over the issue. 
 
As with the measure of parental authority, in the model best predicting nonresident fathers’ 
positive attitude to child support, interparental hostility was found to have a negative and 
conflict a positive influence. Once again, this may signify that the more nonresident fathers 
assume parental responsibility, including child support payments, the more opportunity there is 
for conflict between parents.  A similar anomaly in the predictive model was the negative 
association of contact frequency and the positive association of involvement with fathers’ 
attitude to child support.  Possibly, the costs involved in exercising frequent contact, which 
Greene and Moore (2000) considered part of ‘informal child support payments’, are inclined to 
increase nonresident fathers’ resentment at having to pay whatever child support amount they 
do.  Involvement in children’s lives, however, increases the likelihood of being able to exercise 
some parental authority and conveys a greater sense of being a parent.  As a result nonresident 
fathers may more readily accept financial responsibility for children.  
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The negative correlation between their income and attitude towards paying child support leads to 
speculation that nonresident fathers tend to resent having to pay more than is necessary to 
support children rather than be distressed by the negative impact, which child support has on 
their life style.  The association between mothers’ attitude to contact and fathers’ to child 
support accords with resource theory, which suggests separated parents can choose to withhold 
or not withhold resources under their control.  When one perceives the other to be doing so, the 
tendency to reciprocate is not surprising (Arendell, 1992; Dudley, 1991).  Finally, role 
adjustment was one of the variables in the model best predicting a positive child support attitude.  
This suggests that nonresident fathers personality characteristics indirectly influence their 
approach to paying child support.  It is intuitively reasonable that the more responsible, reliable 
and controlled nonresident fathers are, which the selected folk scales purport to measure, the 
more likely they are to accept the sometimes onerous parental responsibility of supporting 
children financially.  
 
8.3. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
The qualitative data collected for the study complemented the quantitative data but also provided 
more detailed information about respondents and their experience of nonresident fathering.  The 
following section contains a discussion of the relevant results from the qualitative data.   
 
8.3.1. STUDY PARTICIPANTS 
Despite the low response rate to the study, respondents’ widespread enthusiasm to be involved in 
the research was evident both from their written comments and from the fact that more than two 
thirds of them were prepared to participate in the second stage of data collection.  Generally, 
participants did not appear as rabid crusaders promoting the cause of nonresident fathers, but 
expressed reasonably balanced views in relating their positive and negative experiences.  Their 
keenness to be involved in the study may reflect the sense of social isolation commonly 
experienced by nonresident fathers.  As was anticipated in undertaking the research, feelings of 
being misunderstood and appreciating the opportunity to relate their experiences seem to have 
prompted many fathers to take part. 
 
The social isolation, which nonresident fathers commonly experience, may well be a product of 
their maleness.  It is not fanciful to suggest that it may also result from the dominant societal 
attitude which, fuelled at times by academic studies (Kaye & Tolmie, 1998), has tended to view 
nonresident fathers negatively and to dismiss their grievances as mere expressions of their 
distress at losing patriarchal rights within families.  Although some respondents viewed 
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separation and nonresident fathering mainly in terms of them being victimised by resident 
mothers, in particular, and society in general, responses to the current study demonstrated the 
danger of adopting such a simplistic approach to nonresident fathers and their experiences.  
Many respondents presented as adopting a conscientious approach to parenting children after 
separation, a strong commitment to remaining in children’s lives and a desire to be more 
effective parents. 
 
8.3.2. EXPERIENCE OF THE LEGAL SYSTEM 
The study supported previous research involving nonresident fathers from the US, Canada and 
Scotland, which detected a strong perception that legal systems impede rather than facilitate 
their contact with children (Arditti & Allen, 1993; Bagwell, 1993; Frieman, 2002; Kruk, 1992a; 
Lehr & MacMillan, 2001).  The consistency and vehemence, with which nonresident fathers 
bemoan biased legal systems, seem to undermine any suggestion that these complaints merely 
perpetuate a myth.  Because this so-called myth permeates Western societies in which family 
law is based on an adversarial system, nonresident fathers’ complaints, although sometimes 
exaggerated and based on hearsay, deserve serious consideration.  
 
As previously found (Braver & Griffin, 2000; McMurray & Blackmore, 1993), most fathers in 
the present research interpreted their experience of the legal system in terms of gender bias.  
They identified as examples of bias the frequency with which mothers are granted residence of 
children, and the tendency for fathers to gain residence of children not on their own merits but 
by mothers losing it, a conclusion also reached by Moloney (2001) from his study of judicial 
decisions.  As two participants suggested, however, other aspects of systemic bias may result 
from the sole-residence arrangement, and be levelled more against nonresident parents in general 
than nonresident fathers in particular.   
 
This study raises the question whether sole residence is in itself inherently flawed because it 
usually consigns nonresident parents, the vast majority of whom are fathers, to the fringe of 
children’s lives (Blankenhorn, 1995; Dowd, 2000; Stewart, 1999), and results in children 
frequently having avuncular relationships with nonresident fathers (Luepnitz, 1982; Lund, 
1987).  Sole residence may well have been the most appropriate post-separation arrangement for 
families of previous generations, when fathers had less involvement with, and took less 
responsibility for, children than do contemporary fathers.  Most respondents spoke of their own 
fathers fulfilling the provider role within the family, which meant that they were often absent 
from the family and largely uninvolved in children’s lives.  After growing up with this model of 
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fatherhood, many participants clearly were unwilling to accept not being involved with children.  
They effectively confirmed that significant change is taking place not just in the rhetoric but also 
in the practice of fathering within intact families. 
 
Researchers, practitioners, parents and the Law seem, at times, to have valued post-separation 
stability and routine for children more than them having both parents extensively in their lives.  
It is as though the dangers inherent in high-conflict families, which appear to be in the minority 
even among those lodging applications in the courts, have shaped the discourse and practice 
associated with post-separation family arrangements.  This has resulted in nonresident parents, 
the vast majority of whom are fathers, being marginalised within the family.  In light of the 
recent Parliamentary Committee Enquiry held in Australia (Standing Committee on Family and 
Community Affairs, 2003), it is significant that this study found that a sizeable minority of 
respondents at both the time of separation and the time of the research wanted a shared- 
residence arrangement.  The doubling in the number of those wanting sole residence of children 
could well be partly due to their frustrations at being marginalised within the family.  Many 
separated fathers, who agree to children being in the care of mothers, still want a more 
significant parental role within the family.  They constantly struggle to reinforce the reality that 
their children, though residing in a one-parent household, still belong to a two-parent family.  
This confusion between household and family is rife among academics (Kilmartin, 1997; 
Tsushima & Gecas, 2001), the media and parents themselves.  Not surprisingly, nonresident 
fathers protest, at times somewhat intemperately, against a model of sole residence, which 
operates as though there is only one parent in the family. 
  
Other criticisms of the legal system concerned its adversarial approach to settling children’s 
matters, the cost of litigation and its relative ineffectiveness in enforcing contact orders.  As a 
result of nonresident fathers’ strong lobbying, these criticisms have assumed significant political 
power in recent times and have resulted in the present Government announcing its intention to 
introduce radical changes to the current operation of the Family Law system.  The pressure to 
abandon an adversarial system is building amidst a growing awareness that it usually inflames 
interparental hostility and conflict and is costly both financially and emotionally.  Regardless of 
the outcome of current social and political discussions, deliberations and proposals, the fact that 
this vexed issue is on the political agenda indicates that nonresident fathers’ complaints about 
the legal system are beginning to be heard and are no longer dismissed as the outpourings of 
discontents. 
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8.3.3. CHILD SUPPORT ISSUES 
Study data confirmed nonresident fathers’ widespread dissatisfaction with the Australian child 
support system as it currently operates.  The child support issue carries such energy for many 
nonresident fathers that it warrants serious consideration and ought not be dismissed merely as 
discontented fathers’ veiled attempts to escape financial responsibility for children or, as some 
feminists claim, to regain control over women (Dowd, 2000).   
 
As already seen, nonresident fathers complain about their lack of input into decisions concerning 
the spending of their child support payments.  They are also concerned about the assessment 
formula currently in use, and the attitude of the CSA, which administers the system.  Their 
concerns about the formula refer not so much to the determined percentages of income to be 
paid but rather to what is included as income in the assessment.  Many object to child support 
responsibility being calculated on their gross rather than net income, and on income generated 
from overtime or second jobs.  Despite the negative correlation found between the amount of 
child support paid and respondents’ attitude towards paying it, those on limited incomes are the 
ones who generally struggle to establish a reasonable standard of living after meeting their child 
support responsibility.  By including any additional income they earn in calculating their child 
support responsibility, the system can make it difficult for them to re-establish themselves and 
act as a disincentive for them to improve their situation.  
 
Respondents commonly complained about the tendency of CSA staff to treat them as criminals 
by, for example, presuming that their aim in contacting the CSA, is simply to avoid their 
parental responsibility of financially supporting children.  They also noted the readiness of CSA 
staff to accept whatever assertions resident mothers make, but its scepticism about any 
information, which they provide.  Although this common perception of nonresident fathers may 
be partly distorted by the emotional energy which money carries for some of them, it raises 
serious questions about the ethos, which permeates the CSA’s operations.  It signals a need to 
review the administration of the child support scheme which, as Ellard (1995) asserted, largely 
reflects governments’ vested interest in ensuring nonresident fathers meet their financial 
responsibility for children.  This has become an important issue for governments, according to 
Garfinkel, McLanahan, Meyer and Seltzer (1998), because of the dramatic increase in the 
number of children born outside of marriage. 
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8.3.4. OVERALL FINDINGS  
This study provided strong evidence that many Australian nonresident fathers sustain 
engagement with children for several years after separation.  It supported recent evidence that 
nonresident, as distinct from never-resident fathers, remain engaged with children to a greater 
extent than did earlier cohorts of Australian nonresident fathers, suggesting that fathers’ growing 
involvement with children in intact families is beginning to carry over to separated families.  
 
Results showed that Socialization was the only personality characteristic selected for the study to 
have a direct association, but that all characteristics, except Impulsivity, had a weak indirect 
association with nonresident fathers’ contact with children.  Sensitivity was associated with role 
adjustment and role strain, Responsibility was predictive of role adjustment, and Socialization 
was associated with role adjustment, role strain and mothers’ attitude to contact.  Self-control 
was associated with role adjustment, and Good Impression with role adjustment and role strain.  
 
The study found that role satisfaction was the most consistent predictor of nonresident fathers’ 
engagement with children, being part of the models best predicting the three aspects of 
engagement. Other strong predictors of engagement were mothers’ attitude towards contact, 
which was among the variables best predicting both frequency and level of contact, and role 
strain, which was part of the models best predicting frequency of contact and level of 
involvement.   
 
Nonresident fathers’ satisfaction with parental authority, a measure with a strong internal 
consistency, emerged from the research as a key aspect of post-separation fathering.  Results 
showed that dissatisfaction with parental authority was predictive of interparental hostility and 
conflict as well as fatherhood salience, whereas satisfaction with parental authority predicted 
high levels of authority and strong role adjustment.  
 
The study found that high levels of involvement and parental authority predicted nonresident 
fathers’ satisfaction with that authority.  This suggests that nonresident fathers generally want to 
continue to have a significant parental presence in children’s lives after separation, which Berns 
(1999) derogatorily interpreted as their attempt to regain control in order to restore lost status 
within the family.  Evidence that nonresident fathers’ perception of being reduced to a peripheral 
parental role after separation was associated with interparental hostility and conflict raises 
serious questions about sole residence.  It implies that, rather than protect children from ongoing  
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interparental tension and hostility, the sole-residence arrangement in reality exposes many to 
greater risk by effectively consigning one parent to the fringe of their lives.  Some commentators 
(Bender & Brannon, 1994; D’Andrea, 1983) have recognised the risk with sole residence is that 
it can lead to nonresident fathers feeling victimised because it consigns them to a peripheral 
parental role and bestows great authority on resident mothers.  To frame criticism of sole 
residence in terms of gender, though, may cloud the real issue.  Rather than produce an 
enlightened and open discourse on the vexed matter, it is likely to entrench separated parents, 
commentators and researchers in the defence of their seemingly threatened positions.  
 
A surprising outcome of the study was that interparental hostility and conflict did not predict 
nonresident fathers’ engagement with children.  The significance of the interparental relationship 
for nonresident fathers, however, was clear from evidence that interparental hostility predicted 
role satisfaction, role strain and satisfaction with parental authority, while interparental conflict 
predicted parental authority.  Those fathers reporting good relationships with former partners 
appeared understandably relieved.  They were in stark contrast to those caught up in ongoing 
interparental hostility and conflict, who were exasperated by the difficulty of having a 
significant presence in children’s lives.   
 
8.4. LIMITATION AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY  
Results of the study have limited applicability to the general population of Australian 
nonresident fathers.  The sample, though of considerable size and drawn from a national 
database, was a convenience and not a random sample.  Drawn from Family Court records, it did 
not represent the general population of Australian nonresident fathers in a number of aspects.  
Firstly, it consisted mainly of once-married fathers, and the never-married fathers included in the 
study had all been involved in some litigation.  Secondly, as the sample consisted almost 
exclusively of fathers who had at one time co-resided with children, study results do not 
necessarily apply to Australian never-resident fathers.  Thirdly, the sample did not reflect the 
cultural mix characteristic of contemporary Australian society because residents from some 
cultural traditions rarely have recourse to the Family Court.  They tend, rather, to resolve family 
disputes after separation by means other than by litigation within a Western legal system.  
Fourthly, fathers from non-English speaking backgrounds included in Family Court records 
were not proportionally represented in the sample, very likely because of language and cultural 
barriers. 
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The sample, contrary to expectations, included few nonresident fathers on the fringe of 
children’s lives or completely disengaged from them.  Consequently, the study provides very 
limited data about nonresident fathers’ reasons for disengaging and the impact of disengagement 
on their lives.  As a result of the very few disengaged fathers participating in the study, the 
extent to which the selected personality characteristics distinguish engaged from disengaged 
nonresident fathers remains unclear.  Because most fathers in the study were in frequent contact 
with children, the study provides only limited evidence of the influence of these personality 
characteristics on their levels of engagement. 
 
Methodological limitations of the research include its reliance on the perceptions and views of 
only nonresident fathers, whose accounts do not necessarily describe accurately situations within 
separated families.  Their perceptions of reality are inevitably subjective and influenced by a 
bias, which affects meanings attributed to events within families and motives underlying family 
behaviours.  Because the study focused solely on families with one latency-aged child, evidence 
of nonresident fathers’ levels of engagement does not validly generalise to families with more 
than one child, or to those where the one child is of a different age.  The level of engagement 
evident in the study could be inflated because nonresident fathers find one child more 
manageable than two or more, and children of latency age less demanding than infants, pre-
schoolers or adolescents. 
 
The study is also limited by being cross-sectional rather than longitudinal, and by the 
subjectivity and dependence on memory characteristic of self-reporting studies.  The relatively 
low reliability of some multi-item measures requires a degree of caution in accepting the 
evidence they provide.  The validity of these measures may also vary, particularly as some were 
empirically rather than conceptually derived, which Sabatelli and Waldron (1995) identified as 
often negatively impacting on their validity. 
 
Despite these limitations, the study has provided a very comprehensive account of nonresident 
fathering, considerably augmenting what is known of Australian nonresident fathers.  This 
extensive knowledge has allowed comparisons and contrasts to be made between their 
experiences and those of nonresident fathers in other countries.  By controlling a number of 
demographic variables, it has presented a reasonably accurate account of contemporary 
Australian nonresident fathers’ ongoing engagement with children, which can be compared with 
the results of previous Australian research.   
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The study has confirmed the grief commonly experienced by nonresident fathers over the loss of 
everyday contact and involvement with children.  It has identified some of the personal and 
systemic barriers, which fathers encounter in their attempts to be part of children’s lives.  It has 
demonstrated the lengths to which some fathers go to in order to maintain engagement with 
children, and has demonstrated that any generalised deficit perspective of nonresident fathers 
does many of them a grave injustice.  It has reported nonresident fathers’ perceptions of post-
separation family relationships.  It has provided nonresident fathers with the opportunity to 
speak of their positive and negative experiences of parenting after separation and their hopes for 
the future as parents.  
 
The study has also produced several robust measures of nonresident fathers’ personal 
functioning and of their family relationships.  These measures, which include interparental 
hostility and conflict, relationship with children, nonresident fathers’ role satisfaction and role 
strain, as well as their satisfaction with parental authority, have provided additional valuable 
information about the complexity of nonresident fathering.  The use of these and other multi-
item measures has also added to the body of knowledge about factors that influence nonresident 
fathers’ engagement with children. 
 
By addressing specific aspects of nonresident fathers’ personality and their association with 
engagement with children, the study has shown that the selected characteristics have more of an 
indirect than direct influence on nonresident fathers’ contact and involvement.  In this regard, 
the study has highlighted the importance of further investigating nonresident fathers’ personal 
characteristics in order to understand not only the way in which they facilitate or impede 
ongoing engagement, but also the extent to which they explain differences in individuals’ 
capacity to cope with nonresident fathering. 
 
8.5. DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
The present study’s failure to find a significant direct association between the selected 
personality characteristics and nonresident fathers’ engagement with children points to the need 
for further research to identify aspects of personality, which explain differences in their levels of 
engagement.  Among more useful personality characteristics to measure could be nonresident 
fathers’ capacity for empathy and, what is tantamount to its opposite, their narcissism.  An 
awareness of the implications of behaviour on former partners and children, and the ability to 
modify it accordingly, may help identify engaged nonresident fathers.  Similarly, a tendency to  
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interpret behaviour and events solely from the perspective of self may well be characteristic of 
nonresident fathers most at risk of disengaging from children, as Cohen (1998) predicted.   
 
For more accurate evidence of nonresident fathers’ engagement with children, it appears 
important for studies to differentiate once-married from never-married, and nonresident from 
never-resident fathers.  The present study of predominantly once-married fathers reports a higher 
level of engagement than found in national studies, in which the proportion of never-married 
and, in particular, never-resident fathers is likely to distort the extent of once-married fathers’ 
engagement with children.  With more accurate information about levels of nonresident fathers’ 
engagement, it will be possible to determine whether the deficit paradigm commonly 
surrounding them does them an injustice.  Evidence regarding engagement after the breakdown 
of various types of relationships, moreover, will allow for a better informed discourse about 
appropriate post-separation arrangements.  A study of never-resident fathers, undoubtedly a very 
difficult population to contact and involve in research, would also considerably refine the current 
body of knowledge concerning separated fathers’ engagement with children. 
 
Complaints commonly levelled at the social and legal barriers to nonresident fathers’ 
engagement with children deserve investigation.  These have serious implications for both 
fathers and children and may well identify necessary changes to both practice and policy within 
the social and legal systems.  Because many nonresident fathers want the opportunity to exercise 
some parental authority within the separated family, the advantages for children of having more 
involved nonresident fathers could be usefully investigated.  Children’s adjustment to separation 
and the quality of their relationships with fathers would be two sound indicators of the benefits 
for them of having both parents involved and not simply present in their lives.   
 
Largely unexplored aspects of separated families are resident mothers’ experience of parenting 
after separation and the influence of their personality on nonresident fathers’ engagement with 
children.  Many of the multi-item measures used in the current study could also well be applied 
to resident mothers in order to identify features likely to influence them in either impeding or 
facilitating contact between children and nonresident fathers.  Resident mothers’ fear of, and 
intimidation by, nonresident fathers could be other useful measures to include because of the 
conflict and violence, which sometimes occur around separation.   
 
The current study highlights the need for more investigation into the suitability, particularly for 
once-married parents, of what is almost a presumption that children benefit most from a sole-
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residence arrangement.  If more fathers want involvement with children after separation, shared 
physical residence may well be in children’s best interests by providing them with substantial 
time with both parents.  More rigorous studies of children’s adjustment to parental separation in 
sole-residence and shared-residence arrangements may clarify the advantages of shared 
residence in families, in which both parents are keen to fulfil a substantial parental role.   
 
8.6. CONCLUSION 
This study found a relatively high level of engagement by a large, national sample of mainly 
once-married nonresident fathers, but not a significant association between selected personality 
characteristics and fathers’ engagement.  The study demonstrated that many nonresident fathers 
were thwarted in their wish to exercise parental authority within the separated family.  When 
able to share some parental authority, they were generally more satisfied with, and less stressed 
by nonresident fathering, and reported less interparental hostility and conflict.   
 
The profile of nonresident fathers to emerge from the study was of men for whom fatherhood 
was highly salient and who grieved over the loss of significant involvement with children, with 
some going to great lengths in order to remain active in children’s lives.  It also confirmed their 
frustration at the structural and personal factors impeding their engagement with children.  For 
the most part, the fathers involved in this study did not present as ‘narcissistically wounded’ 
men, whose energies were directed toward regaining lost patriarchal authority within the family.  
Some clearly reflected a lack of insight into the implications of their behaviour and a tendency to 
blame resident mothers for much of the stressful relationships within the family.  Others, 
however, obviously tried to adapt to their changed parental role and to overcome their bitterness 
at the separation. 
 
The study, drawing on a mixed but balanced sample of nonresident fathers, identified two areas 
of nonresident fathering, which cause considerable stress and contribute to ongoing parental 
tension.  These were their limited opportunity to have a significant parental involvement in 
children’s lives, and a child support scheme, which not only reduces many of them to relative 
poverty, but further excludes them from making parental decisions concerning children.  
Presently, both the political and legal systems are undertaking a review of these two aspects of 
nonresident fathers’ responsibility for children.  Hopefully, the complexity of the issues will not 
deter them from making adjustments to both policy and practice, which more accurately reflect 
ongoing changes to family life. 
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SURVEY OF NONRESIDENT FATHERS 
 
The aim of these questions is to learn more about nonresident fathers and their involvement 
with their children. These questions focus on you as the father of a child, born between the 
years 1988 and 1994, who was the only child included in an application filed in the Family 
Court in 1998 or later.  
 
Your identity and that of your family members will always remain confidential. 
 
Throughout this survey, please tick only one box [unless otherwise indicated] to answer 
each question. 
 
The following questions focus on basic details about yourself, your level of education and your 
work.  
  office 
use only 
1 How old are you?   …………………….. 
 
 12 
2 In what country were you born?   ……………………….. 
 
3 
3 Which of the following best describes your level of education? 
Some high schooling…                Trade or certificate course…. 
Full high schooling….                  Bachelor degree……….…      
Some tertiary studies…                Higher degree……………    . 
                              Other        [please specify]………………………….. 
 
4 
4 What is your present employment status [tick more than one if 
necessary] 
Full-time work…                         Unemployed…….. 
Part-time work…                        Student                    
Casual work……                        Pensioner                
 
56 
5 When working, what is your normal occupation?…………………… 
 
7 
6 How many hours do you generally work a week?………… 
 
89 
7 What is your average yearly income? 
Less than $20,000…                               $36,000 - $50,000       
$21,000 – $35,000                                  $51,000 - -$65,000     
                                         Over $65,000… 
10 
 
THESE QUESTIONS FOCUS ON YOUR FAMILY BEFORE SEPARATION. 
  8 What was your relationship with the child’s mother?  
Married    Lived together then married          Lived together   
Boyfriend/girlfriend                      Brief encounter  
11 
  9 How long did this relationship last?………………………… 
 
1213 
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CODE FOR RESPONSES: Wherever the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 appear as the choice for 
answering, please circle one number.  Their meaning is as follows: 
      1         2  3  4       5 
not at all        not very             somewhat          very          extremely 
  none      a little      some      considerable        a lot 
 
10 
 
Was the child planned?………………………….Yes          No  
 
 
14 
11 What sex is your child?……………………………M          F  
 
15 
12 Were you present at the child’s birth?…………...Yes         No  
 
16 
13 Do you and the child’s mother have any other children together? 
                                                                               Yes         No  
17 
14 Before separation, how involved with your child were you? 1  2  3  4   5 
 
18 
15 How happy were you then with that level of involvement?  1  2  3  4  5 
 
19 
16 How much did being a father mean to you then?                 1  2  3  4  5 
 
20 
 
THESE QUESTIONS FOCUS ON YOUR FAMILY SINCE SEPARATION 
17 In what year did you and the child’s mother separate? 
1996                1997                1998                other  
 
21 
18 Whose decision was it to separate?   Mine    Hers    Ours together  
 
22 
19 How much control did you have over the separation?   1  2  3  4  5 
 
23 
20 How happy were you with that amount of control?       1  2  3  4  5 
 
24 
21 When you separated how much conflict was there between  
you and the child’s mother?                                           1  2  3  4  5 
 
25 
22 How much conflict is there now between the two of you? 1  2  3  4  5 
 
26 
23 How bitter do you now feel about the separation?       1  2  3  4  5 
 
27 
24 
 
 
 
Since separation, by whom have you felt supported?  (tick more than 
one if necessary) 
Family Friends Workmates New partner Counsellor    
 Men’s groups Agencies Nobody  
28 29 
30 31 
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CODE FOR RESPONSES: Wherever the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 appear as the choice for 
answering, please circle one number.  Their meaning is as follows: 
      1             2           3             4            5 
not at all       not very             somewhat          very          extremely 
  none        a little                 some      considerable        a lot 
 
 
25 How far do you live from your child? 
0-50kms    51-100kms    101-200kms    201+kms  
If less than 50kms, go to Question 27. 
32 
26 If over 50kms apart, who moved away? 
Me                       Child’s mother                        Both of us  
33 
27 Are you living with a wife or partner?                    Yes              No  34 
28 Do you presently live with any of your own or your stepchildren? 
                                                                                 Yes              No  
35 
29 Is the child’s mother currently living with a husband or partner? 
                                                                                  Yes             No  
36 
30 Apart from your child, does the mother live with any of her own or any 
stepchildren?                                                           Yes              No  
37 
 
 
THESE QUESTIONS CONCERN YOUR PRESENT INVOLVEMENT WITH YOUR 
CHILD, AND RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR CHILD’S MOTHER 
31 When you separated, who decided where your child was to live? 
Me    Child’s mother    Both of us   Child   Judge or Magistrate  
38 
32 How happy were you with the input you had into that decision?  
                                                                                           1  2  3  4  5 
 
39 
33 At separation, what living arrangement did you want for your child? 
Live with mother             Live with me             Half time with each 
 
 
40 
34 How happy are you with the current living arrangement?  1  2  3  4  5 
 
41 
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CODE FOR RESPONSES: Wherever the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 appear as the choice for 
answering, please circle one number.  Their meaning is as follows: 
      1             2           3             4            5 
not at all       not very             somewhat          very          extremely 
  none        a little                 some      considerable        a lot 
 
 
35 What living arrangement for you child would you now prefer? 
Live with mother                  Live with me                Half with each 
 
 
42 
36 At separation, who decided the contact your child was to have with you? 
Me     Child’s mother    Both of us    Child    Judge or Magistrate 
 
 
43 
37 How happy were you with the input you had into that decision? 1 2 3 4 5 
 
44 
38 Do you have a Court Order for contact with your child?    Yes       No 
 
If yes, how did you get that Court Order?  
                By agreement       By a judge’s decision  
 
45 
 
46 
39 During the last 12 months, how often have you seen your child? 
More than once a week                                              Several times  
About once a week                                                          Once  
One to three times a month                                      Not at all    
If not at all, when did you last see your child?………………………….  
 
47 
40 How many nights has your child stayed with you in the last 12 months? 
0                 1-12                 13-26                 27-52                 53+  
 
48 
41 How many days without staying the night has your child spent with you 
during the last 12 months? 
0                1-12                13-26                 27-52                 53+  
 
49 
42 How many weeks during the holidays has your child spent with you over 
the last 12 months? 
None                   One                   Two to four                   Five+  
 
50 
43 During the last 12 months, how often did you telephone or write to your 
child? 
Not at all                                                    One to three times a month  
Once                                                           About once a week  
Several times                                              More than once a week  
 
51 
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CODE FOR RESPONSES: Wherever the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 appear as the choice for 
answering, please circle one number.  Their meaning is as follows: 
      1             2           3             4            5 
not at all       not very             somewhat          very          extremely 
  none        a little                 some      considerable        a lot 
 
45 How hostile is the child’s mother towards you?                1  2  3  4  5 
 
53 
46 How many times, if any, have you had to go to Court over contact with 
your child?…………… 
In none, go to Question 48 
 
54 
47 Regardless of the Court’s decision, how happy are you with  
the way the Court handled your matter?                            1  2  3  4  5 
 
55 
48 How much have you enjoyed contact with your child?     1  2  3  4  5 
 
56 
49 How happy are you with the amount of time you spend with your child? 
                                                                                           1  2  3  4  5 
 
57 
50 Rate the three main obstacles to contact with your child? 
Work commitments         Distance            Child’s mother     Child  
Mother’s new partner      My new partner   Cost    Illness  
 
5859 
60 
51 How would you like your present contact with your child to be? 
Increased                Unchanged                Left to the child  
                      Reduced                        Stopped completely  
 
61 
52 How happy are you with your relationship with your child?  1  2  3  4  5 
 
62 
53 How much does the mother interfere with your contact?       1  2  3  4  5 
 
63 
54 How close are you to your child?                                           1  2  3  4  5 
 
64 
55 How much does the mother encourage the child to have       1  2  3  4  5 
contact with you? 
 
65 
56 How happy are you with the mother’s attitude to your contact  
with your child?                                                                      1  2  3  4  5 
 
66 
57 How much conflict is there between you and her over your  
contact with the child?                                                            1  2  3  4  5 
 
67 
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CODE FOR RESPONSES: Wherever the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 appear as the choice for 
answering, please circle one number.  Their meaning is as follows: 
      1             2           3             4            5 
not at all       not very             somewhat          very          extremely 
  none        a little                 some      considerable        a lot 
 
 
58 How much choice do you have over when and for how long  
you see your child?                                                          1  2  3  4  5 
 
68 
59 How happy are you about that amount of choice?           1  2  3  4  5 
 
69 
60 How often do you talk about your child with the mother? 1  2  3  4  5 
 
70 
61 How supportive is she of your contact with the child?    1  2  3  4  5 
 
71 
62 How much influence do you have in making major decisions 
that affect your child?                                                      1  2  3  4  5 
 
72 
63 How happy are you with this level of influence?            1  2  3  4  5 
 
73 
64 How worried are you that the mother criticises you to your  
child?                                                                              1  2  3  4  5 
 
74 
65 How much difference do you make to your child’s life?  1  2  3  4  5 
 
75 
66 How well do you get on with your child’s mother?       1  2  3  4  5 
 
76 
67 How much child support a week do you pay for your child? 
None                    Less than $10                 Between $11 –$50    
             Between $51-$80                            Over $80  
 
77 
68 Who determined the amount of child support that you pay? 
Child Support Agency      Me     Child’s mother        Both of us  
 
78 
69 How much control did you have over determining the amount of  
child support you pay?                                                   1  2  3  4  5 
 
79 
70 How satisfied are you with that degree of control?       1  2  3  4  5 
 
80 
71 How resentful are you about having to pay this amount of  
child support?                                                                1  2  3  4  5 
 
81 
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CODE FOR RESPONSES: Wherever the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 appear as the choice for 
answering, please circle one number.  Their meaning is as follows: 
      1             2           3             4            5 
not at all       not very             somewhat          very          extremely 
  none        a little                 some      considerable        a lot 
 
 
72 How do you pay your child support? 
Through the Child Support Agency…  Directly to mother          
By paying specific expenses…   ……  Combination of these      
                                      Not applicable      
 
82 
73 How much conflict is there between you and the mother  
over child support?                                                        1  2  3  4  5 
 
83 
74 How happy are you with your input into the way your child  
support payments are spent?                                         1  2  3  4  5 
 
84 
75 How reasonable is the mother about child support?     1  2  3  4  5 
 
85 
 
The following questions focus on your role as nonresident father 
 
76 How interesting do you find your role of nonresident father? 1  2  3  4  5 
 
86 
77 How appreciated do you feel as a nonresident father?             1  2  3  4  5 
 
87 
78 How overwhelmed are you by the demands of nonresident  
fathering?                                                                                  1  2  3  4  5 
 
88 
79 How lonely are you in your role of nonresident father?           1  2  3  4  5 
 
89 
80 How difficult do you find your role of nonresident father?     1  2  3  4  5 
 
90 
81 How highly does the child’s mother rate you as a nonresident   
father?                                                                                      1  2  3  4  5 
 
91 
82 How well do you fill the role of nonresident father?               1  2  3  4  5 
 
92 
83 How much does the mother support you in your role of nonresident 
father?                                                                                      1  2  3  4  5 
 
 
93 
84 To what extent does the lack of money affect your role of  
nonresident father?                                                                  1  2  3  4  5 
94 
85 How much involvement do you have with your child’s         1  2  3  4  5 
school? 
 
95 
86 How happy are you with that level of involvement?              1  2  3  4  5 
 
96 
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These questions concern you as a father 
CODE FOR RESPONSES: For the following set of statements, please circle one number. 
Their meaning is: 
    1   2   3 
         Not true    Somewhat true        Very true 
 
87 I like being known as a father.                                             1      2       3 
 
97 
88 It annoys me when people I don’t know ask me if I have children.  1  2  3 
 
98 
89 Being a father has changed me a lot.                                    1      2      3 
 
99 
90 I want people to know I have a child.                                   1      2      3 
 
100 
91 Before I spend money on myself, I ask myself if my child needs 
something more.                                                                   1      2       3 
 
101 
92 I prefer the company of adults to spending time with my child.  1   2   3 
 
102 
93 I enjoy volunteering in my child’s activities, like sports or scouts.  1  2  3 
 
103 
94 I don’t feel comfortable with a lot of children running around.    1   2   3 
 
104 
95 I miss the freedom that I enjoyed before I had a child.         1      2       3 
 
105 
96 I am happier to work overtime than to spend time with my child.  1  2  3 
 
106 
97 I worry that another man will replace me as a father to my child.   1  2  3 
 
107 
98 I find it hard to accept that another man may be more of a father to my 
child than I can be.                                                                 1     2     3 
 
108 
99 I hope that my child will want to live with me in years to come.  1  2  3 
 
109 
100 I believe that the child’s mother wants to squeeze me out of my child’s 
life.                                                                                        1      2     3 
 
110 
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These questions focus on you as a person 
 
101 Do you generally do and say things quickly without stopping to  
think?                                                                                      Yes         No 
 
111 
102 When people shout at you, do you shout back?                      Yes         No 
 
112 
103 Do you often think of your past?                                            Yes        No 
 
113 
104 Are you touchy about some things?                                        Yes        No 
 
114 
105 Do you often get into strife because you do things without  
thinking?                                                                                 Yes        No 
 
115 
106 Are you troubled with feelings of inferiority?                        Yes        No 
 
116 
107 Do you often worry about things you should not have done or  
said?                                                                                        Yes       No 
 
117 
108 Once in a while do you lose your temper and get angry?        Yes       No 
 
118 
109 Do you stop and think things over before doing anything?     Yes      No 
 
119 
110 Are you easily hurt when people find fault with you or your  
work?                                                                                       Yes      No 
 
120 
111 Do you worry too long after an embarrassing experience?     Yes       No 
 
121 
112 Do you sometimes get annoyed?                                            Yes      No 
 
122 
113 Are you often troubled with feelings of guilt?                       Yes       No 
 
123 
114 Do you sometimes say the first thing that comes into your  
head?                                                                                      Yes       No 
 
124 
115 Are your feelings rather easily hurt?                                     Yes       No 
 
125 
116 Do you sometimes sulk?                                                       Yes       No 
 
126 
117 Do you often do things on the spur of the moment?            Yes       No 
 
127 
 
Thank you for your participation in this research. It is greatly appreciated. 
 
 
Any further comment you like to add would be welcomed. 
__ 
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Selected Items from Eysenck’s Personality Questionnaire 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
   
 
 289
 
 
 
 
 
 
Selected items from Eysenck’s Personality Questionnaire 
Impulsivity  
Do you generally do and say things quickly without stopping to think? 
When people shout at you, do you shout back? 
Do you often get into strife because you do things without thinking? 
Do you stop and think things over before doing anything? 
Do you sometimes say the first thing that comes into your head? 
Do you often do things on the spur of the moment? 
Sensitivity 
Are you touchy about some things? 
Are you troubled with feelings of inferiority? 
Do you often worry about things you should not have done or said? 
Are you easily hurt when people find fault with you or your work? 
Do you worry too long after an embarrassing experience? 
Are you often troubled with feelings of guilt? 
Are your feelings rather easily hurt? 
Lie Scale 
Do you often think of your past? 
Once in a while do you lose your temper and get angry? 
Do you sometimes get annoyed? 
Do you sometimes sulk? 
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL  
 
1. Review and clarification of Nonresident Fathers’ Survey (if necessary). 
2. Would you tell me something about what your separation from your former partner was like 
for you? 
3. What are some of the difficulties you face as a nonresident father? 
4. Would you tell me about the obstacles to your contact with your child that you identified in 
your survey? 
5. What do you find helps you as a nonresident father? 
6. Tell me about your relationship with your child. 
7. As a nonresident father, what would you like to, and what do you think you can give your 
child? 
8. If you could, what would you change about the way your family functions since separation? 
9. What do you think of claims that society and the law make it difficult for nonresident 
fathers? 
10. What advice would you give to a father on the brink of separation? 
11. What traps would you encourage him to avoid? 
12. What are your hopes for the future as a nonresident father? 
13. Is there anything else you would like to add to describe your experience as a nonresident 
father? 
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Brief Personality Questionnaire  
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If you agree with the following statements or think that they apply to you, please circle T 
(True).  If you do not agree, or do not think they apply to you, please circle F(False). 
 
1. A person need to ‘show off’ a little now and then      T      F 
2. Some people exaggerate their troubles in order to get sympathy      T      F 
3. I often feel that I made a wrong choice in my occupation      T      F 
4. I always follow the rule: business before pleasure      T      F 
5. There’s no use in doing things for people; you only find that you get it 
in the neck in the long run  
    T      F 
6. I have had very peculiar and strange experiences      T      F 
7. When a person ‘fiddles’ an income tax return so as to get out of some 
taxes, it is just as bad as stealing money from the government  
    T      F 
8. It’s a good thing to know people in the right places so you can get 
parking tickets, and such things taken care of  
    T      F 
9. I am often said to be hotheaded      T      F 
10. I gossip a little at times      T      F 
11. There are a few people who just cannot be trusted      T      F 
12. When I was going to school I played truant quite often      T      F 
13. I sometimes pretend to know more than I really do      T      F 
14. It’s no use worrying my head about public affairs; I can’t do anything 
about them anyhow  
    T      F 
15. Sometimes I feel like smashing things      T      F 
16. Most people would tell a lie if they could gain by it      T      F 
17. When someone does me wrong I feel I should pay that person back if I 
can, just for the principle of the thing  
    T      F 
18. Every family owes it to the city to keep its nature strip mown and the 
front part of its house tidy  
    T      F 
19. I think I would enjoy having authority over other people      T      F 
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20. I hate to be interrupted when I am working on something      T      F 
21. I have sometimes stayed away from another person because I feared 
doing or saying something that I might regret afterwards  
    T      F 
22. I liked school      T      F 
23. Sometimes I feel like swearing      T      F 
24. Sometimes I cross the street just to avoid meeting someone      T      F 
25. Maybe some minority groups do get rough treatment, but it’s no 
business of mine  
    T      F 
26. We ought to worry about our own country and let the rest of the world 
take care of itself  
    T      F 
27. I like to boast about my achievements every now and then      T      F 
28. I must admit I often try to get my own way regardless of what others 
may want   
    T      F 
29. As long as people vote at every election, they have done their duty as 
citizens  
    T      F 
30. Sometimes I think of things too bad to talk about      T      F 
31. I would do almost anything for a dare      T      F 
32. With things going as they are, it’s pretty hard to keep up hope of 
amounting to something  
    T      F 
33. I take a rather serious attitude toward ethical and moral issues      T      F 
34. I must admit that I often do as little work as I can get away with      T      F 
35. I like to be the centre of attention      T      F 
36. I am fascinated by fire      T      F 
37. At times I feel like picking a fist fight with someone       T      F 
38. I do not always tell the truth      T      F 
39. I was a slow learner at school      T      F 
40. I think I am stricter about right and wrong than most people      T      F 
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41. I do not dread seeing a doctor about a sickness or injury      T      F 
42. I always try to consider the other person’s feelings before I do 
something  
    T      F 
43. I think I would like to drive a racing car      T      F 
44. I feel as good now as I ever have      T      F 
45. I seldom or never have dizzy spells      T      F 
46. It is all right to get around the law if you don’t actually break it      T      F 
47. I enjoy hearing lectures on world affairs      T      F 
48. I am somewhat afraid of the dark      T      F 
49. I would like to wear expensive clothes      T      F 
50. I consider a matter from every standpoint before I make a decision      T      F 
51. Criticism or scolding makes me very uncomfortable      T      F 
52. If I am not feeling well I am somewhat cross and grouchy       T      F 
53. Every citizen should take the time to find out about national affairs, 
even if it means giving up some personal pleasures  
    T      F 
54. My parents have often disapproved of my friends       T      F 
55. I do not mind taking orders and being old what to do      T      F 
56. My home life was always happy      T      F 
57. I often act on the spur of the moment without stopping to think      T      F 
58. My way of doing things is apt to be misunderstood by others      T      F 
59. Most people are secretly pleased when someone else gets into trouble      T      F 
60. When I work on a committee I like to take charge of things      T      F 
61. My parents have generally let me make my own decisions      T      F 
62. I would rather go without something than ask for a favour      T      F 
63. Sometimes I feel as if I must injure either myself or someone else      T      F 
64. I have had more than my share of things to worry about      T      F 
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65. I often do whatever makes me feel cheerful here and now, even at the 
cost of some distant goal  
    T      F 
66. In school my marks for conduct were quite regularly bad      T      F 
67. I can remember ‘playing sick’ to get out of something      T      F 
68. When I meet a stranger I often think that he or she is better than I am      T      F 
69. I would be ashamed to use some false excuse to be let off voting in an 
election  
    T      F 
70. I like to keep people guessing what I’m going to do next      T      F 
71. The most important things to me are my duties to my job and to other 
people  
    T      F 
72. I think I would like to fight in a boxing match sometime      T      F 
73. Before I do something I try to consider how my friends will react to it      T      F 
74. When things go wrong I sometimes blame the other person      T      F 
75. I enjoy a  race or a game better when I bet on it      T      F 
76. I have often found people jealous of my good ideas, just because they 
had not thought of them first   
    T      F 
77. Sometimes at elections I vote for candidates about whom I know very 
little  
    T      F 
78. I like to go to parties and other affairs where there is lots of loud fun      T      F 
79. I have never been in trouble with the law      T      F 
80. In school I was sometimes sent to the principal because I had 
misbehaved  
    T      F 
81. People have a real duty to take care of their aged parents, even if it 
means making some pretty big sacrifices  
    T      F 
82. I keep out of trouble at all costs      T      F 
83. I would rather be a steady and dependable worker than a brilliant but 
unstable one  
    T      F 
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84. I am apt to show off in some way if I get the chance      T      F 
85. We ought to pay our elected officials better than we do      T      F 
86. I can honestly say that I do not really mind paying my taxes because I 
feel that’s one of the things I can do for what I get from the community  
    T      F 
87. Sometimes I just can’t seem to get going      T      F 
88. I am often bothered by useless thoughts which keep running through 
my mind  
    T      F 
89. Most of the time I feel happy      T      F 
90. I must admit that I have a bad temper once I get angry       T      F 
91. I must admit I find it very hard to work under strict rules and 
regulations  
    T      F 
92. I like large, noisy parties      T      F 
93. When prices are high you can’t blame people for getting all they can 
while the getting is good  
    T      F 
94. I have never deliberately told a lie      T      F 
95. I often feel as though I have done something wrong or wicked      T      F 
96. We ought to let other countries get out of their own mess; they made 
their bed, let them lie in it  
    T      F 
97. There have been a few times when I have been very mean to another 
person  
    T      F 
98. I am a better talker than a listener       T      F 
99. At times I have been very anxious to get away from my family      T      F 
100. Sometimes I rather enjoy going against the rules and doing things I’m 
not supposed to do  
    T      F 
101. I have very few quarrels with members of my family      T      F 
102. If I get too much change in a store, I always give it back      T      F 
103. I have never done anything dangerous for the thrill of it      T      F 
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104. As a child I was suspended from school one or more times for 
disciplinary reasons  
    T      F 
105. There have been times when I have worried a lot about something that 
was not really important  
    T      F 
106. Every now and then I get into a bad mood, and no one can do anything 
to pleas me   
    T      F 
107. I feel that I have often been punished without cause      T      F 
108. I would like to be an actor on the stage or in the movies      T      F 
109. At times I have a strong urge to do something harmful or shocking      T      F 
110. Police cars should be specially marked so that you can always see them 
coming  
    T      F 
111. I am afraid to be alone in the dark      T      F 
112. I have often gone against my parents’ wishes      T      F 
113. I often think about how I look and what impression I am making upon 
others  
    T      F 
114. I have never done any heavy drinking      T      F 
115. I find it easy to ‘drop’ or ‘break with’ a friend      T      F 
116. I get nervous when I have to ask someone for a job      T      F 
117. Sometimes I used to feel that I would like to leave home      T      F 
118. I never worry about my looks      T      F 
119. My home life was always pleasant      T      F 
120. I seem to do things that I regret more often than other people do      T      F 
121. My table manners are not quite as good at home as when I am out in 
company  
    T      F 
122. It is pretty easy for people to win arguments with me      T      F 
123. I know who is responsible for most of my troubles      T      F 
124. I get pretty discouraged with the law when a smart lawyer gets a     T      F 
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criminal free  
125. I have used alcohol excessively      T      F 
126. I sometimes wanted to run away from home      T      F 
127. Life usually hands me a pretty raw deal      T      F 
128. People often talk about me behind my back      T      F 
129. I would never play cards (poker) with a stranger      T      F 
130. I don’t think I’m quite as happy as others seem to be      T      F 
131. I used to steal sometimes when I was a youngster      T      F 
132. My home as a child was less peaceful and quiet than those of most 
other people  
    T      F 
133. As a child in school I used to give the teachers lots of trouble      T      F 
134. If the pay was right I would like to travel with a circus or carnival      T      F 
135. I never cared much for school      T      F 
136. The members of my family were always very close to each other       T      F 
137. My parents never really understood me      T      F 
138.  A person is better off not to trust anyone      T      F 
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November 2001 
Dear            
 
The Family Court and its Mediation Service are interested in the experience of nonresident fathers and 
the difficulties they face in being involved with their children. 
 
I work as a Family Court mediator and am enrolled as a post-graduate student at Sydney University.  
With the Court’s permission, I am undertaking a research project into Australian nonresident fathers 
and the extent of their contact with their children.  I am limiting my study to nonresident fathers who 
separated between 1996 and 1998, and who have one child born during the period from 1988 to 1994. 
 
I wish to invite you to help in this research by taking part in this study.  Whether you participate or not 
will have no effect on the way the Court views your case.  Your participation will involve you in 
completing the enclosed questionnaire, a task that will take only a short time.  Your return of the 
questionnaire and the signed consent form will indicate that you agree for the information to be used for 
research purposes.  Your identity will in no way be disclosed.   
 
I also need to interview some nonresident fathers to learn more about their experience of fathering after 
separation. If you are willing to speak further with me at a later date would you indicate as explained on 
the signed consent form which you return with the questionnaire.  The interview will not involve you in 
any travelling or costs. 
 
Because little is known of the experience of nonresident fathers here in Australia, I hope you will agree 
to participate in this research.  When you have completed the questionnaire, would you place it and the 
signed investigator's copy of the consent form in the enclosed self-addressed/prepaid envelope and 
return it at your earliest convenience. 
 
Let me assure you that your name and the information you give will remain completely confidential.  If 
you are interested, I would be delighted to provide you with a summary of the research findings.  
 
Should you want more information about the project, please telephone me at the Family Court on (02) 
9893-5554. 
 
Yours faithfully 
Bruce Hawthorne         
 
Any person with concerns or complaints about the conduct of a research study can contact the 
Manager of Ethics and Biosafety Administration, University of Sydney, on (02) 9351 4811. 
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM  
 
Name of Project: Nonresident fathers’ involvement with their children 
 
You are invited to participate in a study of nonresident fathers and their involvement with their children.  
With the permission of the Family Court of Australia, I obtained your name and address from an 
application filed in that Court.  
 
This study is being conducted by Bruce Hawthorne (telephone (02) 9893-5554) to meet the 
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy under the supervision of Dr Chris Lennings 
(telephone (02) 9351-9587) of the School of Behavioural and Community Health Science at Sydney 
University. 
 
If you decide to participate in the study you are asked to sign and return the investigator’s copy of this 
consent form, and to retain the participant’s copy.  If you are prepared to take part in an interview with 
the researcher, either in person or by telephone, would you indicate by circling Yes in the statement 
below.  The interview will be audiotaped for the sake of completeness.  As part of the interview, you 
will be asked to complete parts of some personality tests. 
 
I am willing to take part in an interview as part of this study YES  NO 
 
Any information and personal details gathered in the course of the study are confidential.  No individual 
will be identified in any publication of the results which will be submitted to the University to meet the 
requirements of the degree.  A summary of the research findings may be submitted to a professional 
journal for publication. 
 
If you agree to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and to cease participating at any time 
without having to give a reason and without penalty. 
 
I…………………………………………….have read and understand the information above and any 
questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  I agree to participate in this research, 
knowing that I can withdraw at any time.  I have been given a copy of this Consent Form to keep. 
Participant’s Name:______________________________________________________ 
(Block letters) 
Participant’s Signature:________________________________Date:_______________ 
Investigator’s Name:      Bruce Hawthorne 
Investigator’s Signature________________________________Date:_______________ 
The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Sydney University Ethics Review 
Committee (Human Subjects). If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical aspects of 
your participation in this research, you may contact the Ethics Review Committee through its Secretary 
(telephone (02) 9351-4811).  Any complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, 
and you will be informed of the outcome. 
    (PARTICIPANT’S COPY) 
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM  
 
Name of Project: Nonresident fathers’ involvement with their children 
You are invited to participate in a study of nonresident fathers and their involvement with their children.  
With the permission of the Family Court of Australia, I obtained your name and address from an 
application filed in that Court.  
 
This study is being conducted by Bruce Hawthorne (telephone (02) 9893-5554) to meet the 
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy under the supervision of Dr Chris Lennings 
(telephone (02) 9351-9587) of the School of Behavioural and Community Health Science at Sydney 
University. 
 
If you decide to participate in the study you are asked to sign and return the investigator’s copy of this 
consent form, and to retain the participant’s copy.  If you are prepared to take part in an interview with 
the researcher, either in person or by telephone, would you indicate by circling Yes in the statement 
below.  The interview will be audiotaped for the sake of completeness.  As part of the interview, you 
will be asked to complete parts of some personality tests. 
 
I am willing to take part in an interview as part of this study YES  NO 
 
Any information and personal details gathered in the course of the study are confidential.  No individual 
will be identified in any publication of the results which will be submitted to the University to meet the 
requirements of the degree.  A summary of the research findings may be submitted to a professional 
journal for publication. 
 
If you agree to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and to cease participating at any time 
without having to give a reason and without penalty. 
 
I…………………………………………….have read and understand the information above and any 
questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  I agree to participate in this research, 
knowing that I can withdraw at any time.  I have been given a copy of this Consent Form to keep. 
Participant’s Name:______________________________________________________ 
(Block letters) 
Participant’s Signature:________________________________Date:_______________ 
Investigator’s Name:      Bruce Hawthorne 
Investigator’s Signature________________________________Date:_______________ 
The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Sydney University Ethics Review 
Committee (Human Subjects). If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical aspects of 
your participation in this research, you may contact the Ethics Review Committee through its Secretary 
(telephone (02) 9351-4811).  Any complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, 
and you will be informed of the outcome. 
    (INVESTIGATOR’S COPY)  
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM  
 
Name of Project: Personality traits as a predictor of nonresident fathers’ involvement with their 
children 
You are invited to participate in a study of nonresident fathers and their involvement with their children.  
This study is being conducted by Bruce Hawthorne (telephone (02) 9893-5554) to meet the 
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy under the supervision of Dr Chris Lennings 
(telephone (02) 9351-9587) of the School of Behavioural and Community Health Science at Sydney 
University. 
 
If you agree to participate in the second stage of this study you are asked to sign this investigator’s 
copy of the consent form.  You retain the participant’s copy of the form.  Your signing of the consent 
form indicates that you approve of the interview being audiotaped for the sake of completeness.  At the 
conclusion of the interview, you will be asked to complete some sections of a personality survey. 
 
Any information and personal details gathered in the course of the study are confidential.  No individual 
will be identified in any publication of the results which will be submitted to the University to meet the 
requirements of the degree.  A summary of the research findings may be submitted to a professional 
journal for publication. 
 
You are reminded that you are free to withdraw your consent and to cease participating at any time 
without having to give a reason and without penalty. 
 
 
I…………………………………………….have read and understand the information above and any 
questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  I agree to participate in this research, 
knowing that I can withdraw at any time.  I have been given a copy of this Consent Form to keep. 
Participant’s Name:______________________________________________________ 
(Block letters) 
Participant’s Signature:________________________________Date:_______________ 
Investigator’s Name:      Bruce Hawthorne 
Investigator’s Signature________________________________Date:_______________ 
 
The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Sydney University Ethics Review 
Committee (Human Subjects). If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical aspects of 
your participation in this research, you may contact the Ethics Review Committee through its Secretary 
(telephone (02) 9351-4811).  Any complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, 
and you will be informed of the outcome. 
    (PARTICIPANT’S COPY) 
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 INFORMED CONSENT FORM  
 
Name of Project: Personality traits as a predictor of nonresident fathers’ involvement with their 
children 
You are invited to participate in a study of nonresident fathers and their involvement with their children.  
This study is being conducted by Bruce Hawthorne (telephone (02) 9893-5554) to meet the 
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy under the supervision of Dr Chris Lennings 
(telephone (02) 9351-9587) of the School of Behavioural and Community Health Science at Sydney 
University. 
 
If you agree to participate in the second stage of this study you are asked to sign this investigator’s 
copy of the consent form.  You retain the participant’s copy of the form.  Your signing of the consent 
form indicates that you approve of the interview being audiotaped for the sake of completeness.  At the 
conclusion of the interview, you will be asked to complete some sections of a personality survey. 
 
Any information and personal details gathered in the course of the study are confidential.  No individual 
will be identified in any publication of the results which will be submitted to the University to meet the 
requirements of the degree.  A summary of the research findings may be submitted to a professional 
journal for publication. 
 
You are reminded that you are free to withdraw your consent and to cease participating at any time 
without having to give a reason and without penalty. 
 
 
I…………………………………………….have read and understand the information above and any 
questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  I agree to participate in this research, 
knowing that I can withdraw at any time.  I have been given a copy of this Consent Form to keep. 
Participant’s Name:______________________________________________________ 
(Block letters) 
Participant’s Signature:________________________________Date:_______________ 
Investigator’s Name:      Bruce Hawthorne 
Investigator’s Signature________________________________Date:_______________ 
 
The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Sydney University Ethics Review 
Committee (Human Subjects). If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical aspects of 
your participation in this research, you may contact the Ethics Review Committee through its Secretary 
(telephone (02) 9351-4811).  Any complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, 
and you will be informed of the outcome. 
(INVESTIGATOR’S COPY)  
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May 2002 
 
 
Dear 
Thank you for your recent participation in my study of nonresident fathers’ involvement with 
their children, in which you completed and returned a survey.  You also indicated that you 
would be willing to participate further in an interview.  As indicated, when you took part in the 
survey, with the permission of the Family Court of Australia, I obtained your name and contact 
details from an application filed in the Court. 
 
I now invite you to participate in the second stage of this study.  This will involve your 
participation in an interview and your completion of the enclosed widely used personality 
inventory.  The interview will take approximately an hour and the inventory fifteen minutes to 
complete.  The purpose of the second stage is to explore in greater depth your experience as a 
nonresident father and to investigate whether personality qualities have an impact on the level 
of your involvement with your child.  
 
I again assure you that your name and any information you provide will remain completely 
confidential.  I wish to point out, though, that by law I am required to notify the appropriate 
government department if I suspect a child has been physically or sexually abused. 
 
I remind you that your decision to participate or not participate in this second stage of the 
research will in no way affect the way the Court views any case you may have before it.  You 
are free to withdraw from the study at any time.  Should you withdraw, any information 
provided will be destroyed. 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully  
 
 
 
Bruce Hawthorne 
 
 
P.S. Can you provide me with a current telephone number so I can arrange the interview? 
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Model Summarye
.581a .337 .329 1.05993
.674b .455 .441 .96714
.700c .489 .470 .94182
.723d .523 .499 .91638
Model
1
2
3
4
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), mothers' attitude to contacta. 
Predictors: (Constant), mothers' attitude to contact,
distance from child
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), mothers' attitude to contact,
distance from child, role strain
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), mothers' attitude to contact,
distance from child, role strain, role satisfaction
d. 
Dependent Variable: frequency of contacte. 
 
 
 
ANOVAe
46.865 1 46.865 41.716 .000a
92.123 82 1.123
138.988 83
63.224 2 31.612 33.797 .000b
75.764 81 .935
138.988 83
68.026 3 22.675 25.563 .000c
70.962 80 .887
138.988 83
72.647 4 18.162 21.627 .000d
66.341 79 .840
138.988 83
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
4
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), mothers' attitude to contacta. 
Predictors: (Constant), mothers' attitude to contact, distance from childb. 
Predictors: (Constant), mothers' attitude to contact, distance from child, role strainc. 
Predictors: (Constant), mothers' attitude to contact, distance from child,  role strain,
role satisfaction
d. 
Dependent Variable: frequency of contacte. 
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Coefficientsa
6.409 .295 21.713 .000
-.210 .033 -.581 -6.459 .000
6.701 .278 24.083 .000
-.160 .032 -.443 -5.009 .000
-.411 .098 -.370 -4.182 .000
8.363 .764 10.947 .000
-.216 .039 -.596 -5.501 .000
-.463 .098 -.417 -4.711 .000
-4.36E-02 .019 -.256 -2.327 .023
6.297 1.152 5.464 .000
-.165 .044 -.456 -3.776 .000
-.369 .104 -.332 -3.560 .001
-8.37E-02 .025 -.490 -3.349 .001
6.088E-02 .026 .428 2.346 .021
(Constant)
mothers' attitude to
contact
(Constant)
mothers' attitude to
contact
distance from child
(Constant)
mothers' attitude to
contact
distance from child
role strain
(Constant)
mothers' attitude to
contact
distance from child
role strain
role satisfaction
Model
1
2
3
4
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable: frequency of contacta. 
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     Excluded Variables 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Model   Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 
Correlation Tolerance 
yearly income .061(a) .668 .506 .074 .981 
length of 
relationship -.040(a) -.432 .667 -.048 .954 
conflict at 
separation .075(a) .789 .433 .087 .909 
distance from 
child -.370(a) -4.182 .000 -.421 .861 
residence 
decision -.090(a) -.955 .342 -.106 .906 
contact court 
visits -.108(a) -1.157 .251 -.128 .931 
happiness with 
time -.025(a) -.222 .825 -.025 .656 
control over 
amount of cs -.040(a) -.416 .678 -.046 .902 
other more of a 
father -.080(a) -.884 .380 -.098 1.000 
interparental 
conflict -.010(a) -.062 .951 -.007 .296 
interparental 
hostility -.130(a) -.646 .520 -.072 .202 
relationship with 
child .194(a) 2.009 .048 .218 .837 
role adjustment .028(a) .287 .775 .032 .867 
role satisfaction .236(a) 1.716 .090 .187 .417 
role strain -.138(a) -1.146 .255 -.126 .557 
parental 
authority .070(a) .560 .577 .062 .515 
satisfaction with 
parental 
authority 
-.082(a) -.615 .540 -.068 .459 
fathers' attitude 
to child support -.025(a) -.259 .796 -.029 .880 
1 
Socialization .033(a) .367 .714 .041 .995 
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Excluded variables 
yearly income -.021(b) -.246 .806 -.027 .928 
length of 
relationship -.122(b) -1.422 .159 -.157 .910 
conflict at 
separation .041(b) .471 .639 .053 .901 
residence 
decision -.157(b) -1.817 .073 -.199 .880 
contact court 
visits -.118(b) -1.399 .166 -.155 .930 
happiness with 
time -.008(b) -.080 .936 -.009 .655 
control over 
amount of cs -.079(b) -.903 .369 -.100 .892 
other more of a 
father -.047(b) -.566 .573 -.063 .991 
interparental 
conflict .025(b) .166 .869 .019 .295 
interparental 
hostility -.085(b) -.461 .646 -.051 .201 
relationship with 
child .181(b) 2.057 .043 .224 .836 
role adjustment -.144(b) -1.508 .135 -.166 .726 
role satisfaction .011(b) .075 .941 .008 .340 
role strain -.256(b) -2.327 .023 -.252 .528 
parental 
authority -.005(b) -.045 .964 -.005 .502 
satisfaction with 
parental 
authority 
-.215(b) -1.746 .085 -.192 .433 
fathers' attitude 
to child support -.055(b) -.623 .535 -.069 .874 
2 
Socialization 
.046(b) .557 .579 .062 .994 
3 yearly income -.036(c) -.426 .671 -.048 .923 
length of 
relationship -.107(c) -1.276 .206 -.142 .904 
conflict at 
separation -.012(c) -.139 .890 -.016 .837 
residence 
decision -.096(c) -1.047 .298 -.117 .757 
contact court 
visits -.143(c) -1.731 .087 -.191 .917 
happiness with 
time .057(c) .551 .583 .062 .609 
control over 
amount of cs .043(c) .418 .677 .047 .622 
other more of a 
father -.093(c) -1.127 .263 -.126 .942 
interparental 
conflict -.014(c) -.094 .925 -.011 .292 
interparental 
hostility -.218(c) -1.179 .242 -.131 .185 
relationship with 
child .160(c) 1.852 .068 .204 .826 
role adjustment -.044(c) -.399 .691 -.045 .535 
role satisfaction .428(c) 2.346 .021 .255 .182 
parental 
authority .197(c) 1.475 .144 .164 .352 
satisfaction with 
parental 
authority 
.138(c) .547 .586 .061 .101 
fathers' attitude 
to child support .197(c) 1.584 .117 .175 .403 
Socialization .078(c) .956 .342 .107 .969 
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Excluded variables  
4 yearly income 
-.014(d) -.172 .864 -.020 .911 
length of 
relationship -.080(d) -.965 .338 -.109 .883 
conflict at 
separation -.047(d) -.546 .586 -.062 .813 
residence 
decision -.077(d) -.858 .394 -.097 .750 
contact court 
visits -.124(d) -1.527 .131 -.170 .907 
happiness with 
time .019(d) .187 .853 .021 .593 
control over 
amount of cs .081(d) .812 .419 .092 .607 
other more of a 
father -.086(d) -1.076 .285 -.121 .941 
interparental 
conflict .001(d) .006 .995 .001 .291 
interparental 
hostility -.158(d) -.865 .390 -.097 .181 
relationship with 
child .070(d) .675 .502 .076 .567 
role adjustment -.231(d) -1.899 .061 -.210 .396 
parental 
authority .110(d) .797 .428 .090 .316 
satisfaction with 
parental 
authority 
.199(d) .810 .421 .091 .100 
fathers' attitude 
to child support .213(d) 1.764 .082 .196 .402 
Socialization .061(d) .765 .447 .086 .960 
a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), mothers' attitude to contact 
b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), mothers' attitude to contact, distance from child 
c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), mothers' attitude to contact,  distance from child, role strain 
d  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), mothers'  attitude to contact, distance from child, role strain, role satisfaction 
e  Dependent Variable: frequency of contact 
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Model Summaryf
.572a .327 .323 6.12591
.648b .419 .413 5.70424
.679c .461 .452 5.51310
.698d .487 .476 5.39054
.708e .501 .488 5.32903
Model
1
2
3
4
5
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfactiona. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfaction, satisfaction
with parental authority
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfaction, satisfaction
with parental authority, parental authority
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfaction, satisfaction
with parental authority, parental authority, mothers'
attitude to contact
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfaction, satisfaction
with parental authority, parental authority, mothers'
attitude to contact, relationship with child
e. 
Dependent Variable: level of contactf. 
 
 
 
ANOVAf
3499.433 1 3499.433 93.252 .000a
7205.129 192 37.527
10704.562 193
4489.743 2 2244.871 68.992 .000b
6214.819 191 32.538
10704.562 193
4929.659 3 1643.220 54.064 .000c
5774.902 190 30.394
10704.562 193
5212.609 4 1303.152 44.847 .000d
5491.953 189 29.058
10704.562 193
5365.628 5 1073.126 37.788 .000e
5338.934 188 28.399
10704.562 193
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
4
5
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfactiona. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfacion, satisfaction with parental authorityb. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfaction, satisfaction with parental authority, parental
authority,
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfaction, satisfaction with parental authority,
parental authority, mothers' attitude to contact
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfaction, satisfaction with parental authority,
parental authority, mothers' attitude to contact, relationship with child
e. 
Dependent Variable: level of contactf. 
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Coefficientsa
9.984 2.041 4.891 .000
.473 .049 .572 9.657 .000
5.949 2.037 2.921 .004
.809 .076 .978 10.632 .000
-.527 .096 -.507 -5.517 .000
6.078 1.969 3.087 .002
.667 .083 .806 8.080 .000
-.682 .101 -.656 -6.757 .000
.744 .196 .366 3.804 .000
16.295 3.798 4.290 .000
.581 .085 .703 6.824 .000
-.746 .101 -.718 -7.401 .000
.633 .195 .311 3.252 .001
-.529 .169 -.261 -3.120 .002
11.900 4.205 2.830 .005
.469 .097 .567 4.825 .000
-.607 .116 -.584 -5.225 .000
.524 .198 .258 2.650 .009
-.486 .169 -.240 -2.882 .004
.545 .235 .165 2.321 .021
(Constant)
role satisfaction
(Constant)
role satisfaction
satisfaction with authority
(Constant)
role satisfaction
satisfaction with authority
parental authority
(Constant)
role satisfaction
satisfaction with authority
parental authority
mothers' attitude to
contact
(Constant)
role satisfaction
satisfaction with authority
parental authority
mothers' attitude to
contact
relationship with child
Model
1
2
3
4
5
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable:level of contacta. 
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Excluded Variablesf
.285a 5.110 .000 .347 .994
.356a 5.465 .000 .368 .718
.285a 1.064 .289 .077 .366
-.507
a
-5.517 .000 -.371 .359
.285
a
-3.325 .001 -.234 .719
.356a -.751 .454 -.054 .502
.104a -.644 .520 -.047 .400
-.507a -.051 .959 -.004 .512
-.549a -5.181 .000 -.351 .275
-.151
a
-1.697 .091 -.122 .437
.198b 3.392 .001 .239 .849
.244b 3.433 .001 .242 .572
.366b 3.804 .000 .266 .307
-.055
b
-.718 .474 -.052 .525
-.232b -2.859 .005 -.203 .446
-.295b -3.186 .002 -.225 .338
-.168b -2.073 .040 -.149 .452
-.257b -1.600 .111 -.115 .117
-.311
b
-3.690 .000 -.259 .400
.131c 2.096 .037 .151 .715
.187c 2.604 .010 .186 .534
-.154
c
-2.008 .046 -.145 .477
-.177c -2.195 .029 -.158 .427
-.245c -2.685 .008 -.192 .329
-.176c -2.238 .026 -.161 .452
-.211c -1.351 .178 -.098 .116
-.261
c
-3.120 .002 -.221 .387
.140d 2.302 .022 .166 .713
.165d 2.321 .021 .167 .528
-.092
d
-1.164 .246 -.085 .434
-.145d -1.815 .071 -.131 .419
-.072d -.518 .605 -.038 .140
-.042d -.421 .674 -.031 .278
-.084d -.523 .602 -.038 .107
.119e 1.932 .055 .140 .691
-.067
e
-.852 .396 -.062 .426
-.089e -1.038 .301 -.076 .361
-.075e -.542 .588 -.040 .140
-.048e -.493 .622 -.036 .278
-.076e -.483 .629 -.035 .107
fatherhood salience
relationship with child
parental authority
satisfaction with parental
authority
fathers' attitude to child
support
role adjustment
interparental hostility
interparental conflict
role strain
mothers' attitude to
contact
fatherhood salience
relationship with child
parental authority
fathers' attitude to child
support
role adjustment
interparental hostility
interparental conflict
role strain
mothers' attitude to
contact
fatherhood salience
relationship with child
fathers' attitude to child
support
role adjustment
interparental hostility
interparental conflict
role strain
mothers' attitude to
contact
fatherhood salience
relationship with child
fathers' attitude to child
support
role adjustment
interparental hostility
interparental conflict
role strain
fatherhood salience
fathers' attitude to child
support
role adjustment
interparental hostility
interparental conflict
role strain
Model
1
2
3
4
5
Beta In t Sig.
Partial
Correlation Tolerance
Collinearity
Statistics
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), role satisfactiona. 
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), role satisfaction, satisfaction with parental authorityb. 
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), role satisfaction, satisfaction with parental authority, parental
authority
c. 
Predictors in the Model: (Constant) role satisfaction satisfaction with parental authority parentald.
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A P P E N D I X 10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Level of involvement  
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Model Summaryd
.645a .417 .409 3.01362
.721b .520 .508 2.74957
.762c .580 .564 2.58928
Model
1
2
3
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfactiona. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfaction, fatherhood
salience
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfaction, fatherhood
salience, role adjustment
c. 
Dependent Variable:level of involvementd. 
 
 
ANOVAd
518.726 1 518.726 57.116 .000a
726.555 80 9.082
1245.280 81
648.030 2 324.015 42.858 .000b
597.250 79 7.560
1245.280 81
722.338 3 240.779 35.914 .000c
522.943 78 6.704
1245.280 81
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfactiona. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfaction, fatherhood salienceb. 
Predictors: (Constant), role satisfaction, fatherhood salience, role adjustmentc. 
Dependent Variable: level of involvementd. 
 
Coefficientsa
2.722 1.578 1.725 .088
.284 .038 .645 7.558 .000
-10.030 3.403 -2.947 .004
.294 .034 .669 8.567 .000
.398 .096 .323 4.136 .000
-8.168 3.253 -2.511 .014
.400 .045 .909 8.831 .000
.402 .091 .326 4.436 .000
-.292 .088 -.342 -3.329 .001
(Constant)
role
satisfaction
(Constant)
role
satisfaction
fatherhood
salience
(Constant)
role
satisfaction
fatherhood
salience
role
adjustment
Model
1
2
3
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable:level of involvementa. 
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Excluded Variables(d) 
 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Model   Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 
Correlation Tolerance 
yearly income .026(a) .298 .767 .033 .996 
length of 
relationship -.015(a) -.167 .868 -.019 .965 
involv pre-
separation .077(a) .898 .372 .101 .995 
bitterness re 
separation .102(a) 1.174 .244 .131 .959 
distance from 
child -.057(a) -.563 .575 -.063 .718 
residence 
decision -.128(a) -1.405 .164 -.156 .866 
happiness with 
res setup -.128(a) -1.286 .202 -.143 .729 
decision re 
contact -.102(a) -1.187 .239 -.132 .989 
contact court 
visits -.098(a) -1.101 .274 -.123 .916 
happiness with 
time -.014(a) -.132 .895 -.015 .685 
amount of child 
support -.019(a) -.215 .830 -.024 .999 
decision re child 
support -.032(a) -.341 .734 -.038 .850 
other more of a 
father .067(a) .775 .441 .087 .976 
maasure of 
socialisation -.045(a) -.521 .604 -.059 .978 
fatherhood 
salience .323(a) 4.136 .000 .422 .994 
relationship with 
child .177(a) 1.844 .069 .203 .764 
satisfaction with 
parental authority -.186(a) -1.279 .205 -.142 .342 
fathers' attitude 
to child support -.016(a) -.162 .871 -.018 .738 
role adjustment -.336(a) -2.940 .004 -.314 .510 
interparental 
hostility -.273(a) -2.122 .037 -.232 .423 
interparental 
conflict -.135(a) -1.171 .245 -.131 .546 
role strain -.359(a) -2.385 .019 -.259 .305 
1 
mothers' attitude 
to contact -.284(a) -2.176 .033 -.238 .410 
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Excluded variables 
yearly income .019(b) .245 .807 .028 .996 
length of 
relationship .002(b) .026 .979 .003 .963 
involv pre-
separation .018(b) .231 .818 .026 .962 
bitterness re 
separation .026(b) .313 .755 .035 .905 
distance from 
child -.079(b) -.855 .395 -.096 .716 
residence 
decision -.100(b) -1.198 .235 -.134 .860 
happiness with 
res setup .063(b) .603 .548 .068 .568 
decision re 
contact -.076(b) -.972 .334 -.109 .983 
contact court 
visits -.144(b) -1.780 .079 -.198 .901 
happiness with 
time .063(b) .659 .512 .074 .660 
amount of child 
support -.029(b) -.372 .711 -.042 .997 
decision re child 
support .012(b) .141 .888 .016 .837 
other more of a 
father -.050(b) -.590 .557 -.067 .863 
maasure of 
socialisation -.039(b) -.498 .620 -.056 .977 
relationship with 
child .061(b) .639 .525 .072 .678 
satisfaction with 
parental authority .017(b) .121 .904 .014 .296 
fathers' attitude 
to child support .013(b) .139 .889 .016 .733 
role adjustment 
-.342(b) -3.329 .001 -.353 .510 
interparental 
hostility -.331(b) -2.872 .005 -.309 .418 
interparental 
conflict -.200(b) -1.914 .059 -.212 .535 
role strain -.175(b) -1.165 .248 -.131 .267 
2 
mothers' attitude 
to contact -.310(b) -2.641 .010 -.287 .409 
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Excluded variables 
3 yearly income 
.081(c) 1.066 .290 .121 .942 
length of 
relationship .003(c) .041 .967 .005 .963 
involv pre-
separation .016(c) .215 .831 .024 .962 
bitterness re 
separation -.018(c) -.229 .820 -.026 .880 
distance from 
child -.130(c) -1.491 .140 -.168 .696 
residence 
decision -.071(c) -.895 .374 -.101 .849 
happiness with 
res setup -.023(c) -.226 .822 -.026 .530 
decision re 
contact -.045(c) -.602 .549 -.068 .966 
contact court 
visits -.101(c) -1.295 .199 -.146 .872 
happiness with 
time -.026(c) -.279 .781 -.032 .604 
amount of child 
support -.002(c) -.030 .976 -.003 .985 
decision re child 
support .024(c) .302 .763 .034 .835 
other more of a 
father -.056(c) -.709 .481 -.080 .863 
measure of 
socialisation .050(c) .636 .526 .072 .864 
relationship with 
child -.025(c) -.265 .792 -.030 .625 
satisfaction with 
parental authority -.128(c) -.905 .368 -.103 .270 
fathers' attitude 
to child support .018(c) .204 .839 .023 .733 
interparental 
hostility -.224(c) -1.866 .066 -.208 .363 
interparental 
conflict -.114(c) -1.094 .277 -.124 .491 
role strain -.151(c) -1.064 .291 -.120 .266 
mothers' attitude 
to contact -.188(c) -1.514 .134 -.170 .344 
 
a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), role satisfaction 
b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), role satisfaction, fatherhood salience 
c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), role satisfaction, fatherhood salience, role adjustment 
d  Dependent Variable: level of involvement 
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A P P E N D I X 11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Interparental hostility 
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Model Summaryf
.777a .604 .602 8.87524
.816b .666 .663 8.17197
.835c .697 .692 7.81024
.842d .709 .703 7.67052
.847e .718 .711 7.56762
Model
1
2
3
4
5
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authoritya. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, role
satisfaction
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, role
satisfaction, role strain
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, role
satisfaction, role strain, residence decision
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, role
satisfaction, role strain, residence decision, level of
involvement
e. 
Dependent Variable: interparental hostilityf. 
 
 
ANOVAf
23198.164 1 23198.164 294.506 .000a
15202.585 193 78.770
38400.749 194
25578.787 2 12789.394 191.512 .000b
12821.961 192 66.781
38400.749 194
26749.786 3 8916.595 146.174 .000c
11650.963 191 61.000
38400.749 194
27221.755 4 6805.439 115.666 .000d
11178.993 190 58.837
38400.749 194
27576.942 5 5515.388 96.307 .000e
10823.807 189 57.269
38400.749 194
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
4
5
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with parental authoritya. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with parental authority, role satisfactionb. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with parental authority, role satisfaction, role
strain
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with parental authority, role satisfaction, role
strain, decision re residence
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with parental authority, role satisfaction, role
strain, decision re residence, level of involvement
e. 
Dependent Variable:interparental hostilityf. 
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Coefficientsa
65.674 1.735 37.847 .000
-1.506 .088 -.777 -17.161 .000
80.742 2.987 27.031 .000
-.846 .137 -.437 -6.179 .000
-.665 .111 -.422 -5.971 .000
77.744 2.936 26.483 .000
-1.504 .199 -.776 -7.550 .000
-.916 .121 -.581 -7.577 .000
.979 .223 .509 4.381 .000
72.111 3.503 20.587 .000
-1.615 .200 -.833 -8.093 .000
-.856 .121 -.543 -7.099 .000
.901 .221 .468 4.074 .000
3.014 1.064 .129 2.832 .005
73.226 3.485 21.014 .000
-1.583 .197 -.817 -8.025 .000
-.673 .140 -.427 -4.816 .000
.798 .222 .415 3.597 .000
3.054 1.050 .131 2.909 .004
-.477 .191 -.130 -2.490 .014
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
role satisfaction
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
role satisfaction
role strain
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
role satisfaction
role strain
residence decision
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
role satisfaction
role strain
residence decision
level of involvement
Model
1
2
3
4
5
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable: interparental hostilitya. 
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Excluded Variables(f) 
 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Model   Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 
Correlation Tolerance 
yearly income -.028(a) -.620 .536 -.045 .986 
bitterness re 
separation -.026(a) -.559 .577 -.040 .934 
distance from 
child .049(a) 1.045 .297 .075 .929 
residence 
decision .188(a) 3.731 .000 .260 .759 
frequency of 
contact -.209(a) -4.611 .000 -.316 .908 
happiness with 
time -.171(a) -2.932 .004 -.207 .581 
satisfaction with 
residence 
arrangement 
.030(a) .441 .660 .032 .450 
relationship with 
mother -.016(a) -.347 .729 -.025 .991 
relationship 
status -.137(a) -3.021 .003 -.213 .964 
order for contact -.025(a) -.493 .622 -.036 .827 
relationship with 
child -.217(a) -4.975 .000 -.338 .962 
level of 
involvement -.267(a) -5.579 .000 -.374 .773 
parental authority -.313(a) -4.423 .000 -.304 .374 
fathers' attitude 
to child support .052(a) .824 .411 .059 .510 
role adjustment -.122(a) -2.467 .014 -.175 .815 
role satisfaction -.422(a) -5.971 .000 -.396 .348 
1 
role strain .092(a) .789 .431 .057 .152 
yearly income -.025(b) -.602 .548 -.043 .986 
bitterness re 
separation -.044(b) -1.018 .310 -.073 .930 
distance from 
child -.035(b) -.768 .444 -.055 .838 
residence 
decision .153(b) 3.236 .001 .228 .746 
frequency of 
contact -.107(b) -2.168 .031 -.155 .696 
happiness with 
time -.080(b) -1.403 .162 -.101 .529 
satisfaction with 
residence 
arrangement 
-.042(b) -.657 .512 -.047 .434 
relationship with 
mother -.019(b) -.445 .657 -.032 .991 
relationship 
status -.094(b) -2.208 .028 -.158 .933 
order for contact -.051(b) -1.103 .271 -.080 .820 
relationship with 
child -.095(b) -1.754 .081 -.126 .585 
level of 
involvement -.166(b) -3.064 .002 -.216 .570 
parental authority -.161(b) -2.121 .035 -.152 .297 
fathers' attitude 
to child support .051(b) .870 .385 .063 .510 
role adjustment .102(b) 1.677 .095 .120 .466 
2 
role strain .509(b) 4.381 .000 .302 .118 
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Excluded variables 
3 yearly income -.014(c) -.338 .735 -.025 .982 
bitterness re 
separation -.004(c) -.083 .934 -.006 .883 
distance from 
child -.037(c) -.855 .394 -.062 .838 
residence 
decision .129(c) 2.832 .005 .201 .734 
frequency of 
contact -.084(c) -1.762 .080 -.127 .687 
happiness with 
time -.072(c) -1.320 .188 -.095 .528 
satisfaction with 
residence 
arrangement 
-.090(c) -1.477 .141 -.107 .421 
relationship with 
mother -.025(c) -.630 .529 -.046 .989 
relationship 
status -.067(c) -1.607 .110 -.116 .909 
order for contact -.064(c) -1.461 .146 -.105 .816 
relationship with 
child -.076(c) -1.459 .146 -.105 .581 
level of 
involvement -.127(c) -2.399 .017 -.171 .550 
parental authority -.127(c) -1.735 .084 -.125 .293 
fathers' attitude 
to child support -.038(c) -.634 .527 -.046 .450 
role adjustment 
-.001(c) -.017 .986 -.001 .390 
4 yearly income -.045(d) -1.099 .273 -.080 .919 
bitterness re 
separation .005(d) .128 .898 .009 .878 
distance from 
child -.028(d) -.651 .516 -.047 .833 
frequency of 
contact -.085(d) -1.813 .071 -.131 .687 
happiness with 
time -.047(d) -.850 .396 -.062 .512 
satisfaction with 
residence 
arrangement 
-.072(d) -1.179 .240 -.085 .415 
relationship with 
mother -.018(d) -.449 .654 -.033 .985 
relationship 
status -.061(d) -1.478 .141 -.107 .906 
order for contact -.065(d) -1.494 .137 -.108 .816 
relationship with 
child -.064(d) -1.235 .218 -.089 .576 
level of 
involvement -.130(d) -2.490 .014 -.178 .550 
parental authority -.121(d) -1.683 .094 -.121 .293 
fathers' attitude 
to child support -.015(d) -.249 .804 -.018 .441 
role adjustment -.009(d) -.149 .881 -.011 .390 
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Excluded variables 
5 yearly income -.037(e) -.922 .357 -.067 .913 
bitterness re 
separation .009(e) .219 .827 .016 .877 
distance from 
child -.049(e) -1.147 .253 -.083 .804 
frequency of 
contact -.025(e) -.431 .667 -.031 .444 
happiness with 
time -.041(e) -.764 .446 -.056 .511 
satisfaction with 
residence 
arrangement 
-.086(e) -1.430 .154 -.104 .411 
relationship with 
mother -.024(e) -.626 .532 -.046 .980 
relationship 
status -.056(e) -1.376 .170 -.100 .904 
order for contact -.063(e) -1.486 .139 -.108 .816 
relationship with 
child -.048(e) -.936 .350 -.068 .567 
parental authority -.061(e) -.781 .436 -.057 .247 
fathers' attitude 
to child support .006(e) .095 .925 .007 .432 
role adjustment 
-.051(e) -.796 .427 -.058 .365 
 
a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with parental authority 
b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with parental authority, role satisfaction 
c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with parental authority, role satisfaction, 
role strain 
d  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with parental authority, role satisfaction, 
role strain, residence decision 
e  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with parental authority, role satisfaction, 
role strain, residence decision, level of involvement 
f  Dependent Variable: interparental hostility 
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A P P E N D I X   12   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Interparental conflict  
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Model Summaryf
.708a .501 .499 4.71174
.738b .544 .540 4.51494
.759c .575 .569 4.36870
.776d .602 .594 4.24218
.782e .612 .602 4.19677
Model
1
2
3
4
5
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authoritya. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, role
satisfaction
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, role
satisfaction, conflict at separation
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, role
satisfaction, conflict at separation, role strain
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, role
satisfaction, conflict at separation, role strain,
relationship status
e. 
Dependent Variable:interparental conflictf. 
 
 
ANOVAf
4530.173 1 4530.173 204.057 .000a
4506.706 203 22.201
9036.878 204
4919.167 2 2459.584 120.658 .000b
4117.711 202 20.385
9036.878 204
5200.689 3 1733.563 90.831 .000c
3836.189 201 19.086
9036.878 204
5437.652 4 1359.413 75.539 .000d
3599.226 200 17.996
9036.878 204
5531.922 5 1106.384 62.817 .000e
3504.956 199 17.613
9036.878 204
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
4
5
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authoritya. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority , role satisfactionb. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority , role satisfaction, conflict at
separation
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority , role satisfaction, conflict at
separation, role strain
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority , role satisfaction, conflict at
separation, role strain, relationship status
e. 
Dependent Variable: interparental conflictf. 
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Coefficientsa
26.877 .896 30.004 .000
-.653 .046 -.708 -14.285 .000
32.713 1.588 20.601 .000
-.393 .074 -.426 -5.308 .000
-.259 .059 -.350 -4.368 .000
28.526 1.884 15.142 .000
-.308 .075 -.334 -4.121 .000
-.279 .058 -.377 -4.833 .000
1.010 .263 .191 3.841 .000
27.079 1.872 14.463 .000
-.595 .107 -.646 -5.544 .000
-.392 .064 -.530 -6.115 .000
1.039 .256 .196 4.065 .000
.434 .120 .475 3.629 .000
28.736 1.986 14.470 .000
-.568 .107 -.616 -5.313 .000
-.354 .066 -.478 -5.392 .000
1.009 .253 .190 3.987 .000
.380 .121 .416 3.155 .002
-1.440 .622 -.108 -2.314 .022
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
role satisfaction
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
role satisfaction
conflict at separation
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
role satisfaction
conflict at separation
role strain
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
role satisfaction
conflict at separation
role strain
relationship status
Model
1
2
3
4
5
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable:interparental conflicta. 
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Excluded Variables(f) 
 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Model   Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 
Correlation Tolerance 
meaning of 
fatherhood -.025(a) -.501 .617 -.035 .953 
conflict at 
separation .170(a) 3.255 .001 .223 .865 
bitterness re 
separation -.039(a) -.765 .445 -.054 .938 
distance from 
child .037(a) .716 .475 .050 .935 
relationship with 
mother -.020(a) -.404 .686 -.028 .994 
relationship 
status -.177(a) -3.618 .000 -.247 .967 
frequency of 
contact -.193(a) -3.844 .000 -.261 .913 
relationship with 
child -.161(a) -3.251 .001 -.223 .959 
level of 
involvement -.175(a) -3.170 .002 -.218 .770 
parental 
authority -.177(a) -2.195 .029 -.153 .373 
fathers' attitude 
to child support .059(a) .857 .392 .060 .521 
role adjustment -.137(a) -2.520 .012 -.175 .816 
role satisfaction -.350(a) -4.368 .000 -.294 .351 
role strain .091(a) .716 .475 .050 .153 
1 
level of contact -.203(a) -4.072 .000 -.275 .920 
meaning of 
fatherhood .016(b) .332 .741 .023 .917 
conflict at 
separation .191(b) 3.841 .000 .261 .858 
bitterness re 
separation -.052(b) -1.069 .287 -.075 .935 
distance from 
child -.025(b) -.496 .621 -.035 .861 
relationship with 
mother -.022(b) -.466 .642 -.033 .994 
relationship 
status -.144(b) -2.982 .003 -.206 .935 
frequency of 
contact -.114(b) -2.006 .046 -.140 .692 
relationship with 
child -.039(b) -.611 .542 -.043 .550 
level of 
involvement -.069(b) -1.081 .281 -.076 .552 
parental 
authority -.026(b) -.295 .768 -.021 .294 
fathers' attitude 
to child support .052(b) .791 .430 .056 .521 
role adjustment .031(b) .436 .663 .031 .451 
role strain .458(b) 3.377 .001 .232 .117 
2 
level of contact -.115(b) -1.886 .061 -.132 .598 
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Excluded variables 
3 meaning of 
fatherhood .006(c) .117 .907 .008 .914 
bitterness re 
separation -.039(c) -.809 .420 -.057 .929 
distance from 
child -.019(c) -.382 .703 -.027 .860 
relationship with 
mother -.041(c) -.894 .372 -.063 .983 
relationship 
status -.136(c) -2.911 .004 -.202 .933 
frequency of 
contact -.106(c) -1.939 .054 -.136 .692 
relationship with 
child -.036(c) -.584 .560 -.041 .550 
level of 
involvement -.102(c) -1.641 .102 -.115 .543 
parental 
authority -.078(c) -.913 .362 -.064 .287 
fathers' attitude 
to child support .065(c) 1.013 .312 .071 .519 
role adjustment .007(c) .101 .920 .007 .447 
role strain 
.475(c) 3.629 .000 .249 .116 
level of contact -.122(c) -2.060 .041 -.144 .597 
4 meaning of 
fatherhood .008(d) .175 .862 .012 .913 
bitterness re 
separation .003(d) .068 .945 .005 .872 
distance from 
child -.020(d) -.425 .672 -.030 .860 
relationship with 
mother -.046(d) -1.016 .311 -.072 .982 
relationship 
status -.108(d) -2.314 .022 -.162 .899 
frequency of 
contact -.084(d) -1.566 .119 -.110 .682 
relationship with 
child -.013(d) -.222 .824 -.016 .544 
level of 
involvement -.063(d) -1.027 .306 -.073 .524 
parental 
authority -.051(d) -.608 .544 -.043 .285 
fathers' attitude 
to child support -.017(d) -.259 .796 -.018 .454 
role adjustment -.112(d) -1.539 .125 -.108 .371 
level of contact -.092(d) -1.590 .113 -.112 .584 
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Excluded variables 
5 meaning of 
fatherhood .007(e) .157 .876 .011 .913 
bitterness re 
separation .031(e) .634 .527 .045 .823 
distance from 
child -.035(e) -.730 .467 -.052 .846 
relationship with 
mother -.035(e) -.783 .435 -.056 .971 
frequency of 
contact -.072(e) -1.342 .181 -.095 .674 
relationship with 
child -.001(e) -.018 .986 -.001 .540 
level of 
involvement -.055(e) -.896 .371 -.064 .522 
parental 
authority -.030(e) -.364 .716 -.026 .281 
fathers' attitude 
to child support -.010(e) -.151 .880 -.011 .453 
role adjustment -.129(e) -1.785 .076 -.126 .367 
level of contact 
-.086(e) -1.491 .138 -.105 .583 
 
a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority 
b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, role satisfaction 
c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant),  satisfaction with authority, role satisfaction, conflict at 
separation 
d  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, role satisfaction, conflict at 
separation, role strain 
e  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, role satisfaction, conflict at 
separation, role strain, relationship status 
f  Dependent Variable: interparental conflict 
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Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Relationship with child  
 
 
 337
Model Summaryd
.559a .313 .309 1.86880
.589b .347 .340 1.82652
.613c .375 .365 1.79098
Model
1
2
3
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), level of contacta. 
Predictors: (Constant), level of contact,  parental
authority
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), level of contact, parental
authority, fatherhood salience
c. 
Dependent Variable: relationship with childd. 
 
 
ANOVAd
304.948 1 304.948 87.318 .000a
670.542 192 3.492
975.490 193
338.277 2 169.139 50.698 .000b
637.212 191 3.336
975.490 193
366.044 3 122.015 38.039 .000c
609.446 190 3.208
975.490 193
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), level of contacta. 
Predictors: (Constant), level of contact, parental authorityb. 
Predictors: (Constant), level of contact, parental authority, fatherhood saliencec. 
Dependent Variable: relationship with childd. 
 
 
 
 
Coefficientsa
8.494 .545 15.591 .000
.169 .018 .559 9.344 .000
7.930 .562 14.122 .000
.137 .020 .454 6.758 .000
.130 .041 .212 3.161 .002
4.267 1.361 3.135 .002
.122 .021 .405 5.946 .000
.140 .041 .229 3.457 .001
.129 .044 .174 2.942 .004
(Constant)
level of contact
(Constant)
level of contact
parental authority
(Constant)
level of contact
parental authority
fatherhood
salience
Model
1
2
3
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable: relationship with childa. 
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Excluded Variablesd
-.121a -1.154 .250 -.083 .323
.061a .624 .533 .045 .376
-.135a -2.013 .046 -.144 .782
-.086a -1.323 .187 -.095 .839
.057a .877 .382 .063 .862
.106a 1.678 .095 .121 .887
.157a 2.591 .010 .184 .943
.212a 3.161 .002 .223 .757
.045a .718 .474 .052 .924
-.159
a
-2.337 .020 -.167 .755
-.111b -1.076 .283 -.078 .322
-.137b -1.220 .224 -.088 .271
.001b .008 .994 .001 .453
.023b .315 .753 .023 .618
-.004b -.065 .948 -.005 .782
-.076b -.845 .399 -.061 .421
.174b 2.942 .004 .209 .936
-.260b -2.751 .007 -.196 .370
-.046
b
-.535 .593 -.039 .470
-.059c -.573 .567 -.042 .312
-.166c -1.502 .135 -.109 .269
-.080c -.896 .372 -.065 .414
-.052c -.672 .502 -.049 .552
.018c .283 .778 .021 .771
.046c .465 .643 .034 .341
-.161c -1.483 .140 -.107 .276
-.126
c
-1.451 .148 -.105 .432
frequency of contact
level of involvment
interparental hostility
interparental conflict
role adjustment
role strain
fatherhood salience
parental authority
satisfaction with authority
mothers' attitude to
contact
frequency of contact
level of involvment
interparental hostility
interparental conflict
role adjustment
role strain
fatherhood salience
satisfaction with authority
mothers' attitude to
contact
frequency of contact
level of involvment
interparental hostility
interparental conflict
role adjustment
role strain
satisfaction with authority
mothers' attitude to
contact
Model
1
2
3
Beta In t Sig.
Partial
Correlation Tolerance
Collinearity
Statistics
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), level of contacta. 
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), level of contact, parental authorityb. 
Predictors in the Model: (Constant),level of contact, parental authority , fatherhood saliencec. 
Dependent Variable:relationship with childd. 
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Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Role adjustment  
 340
Model Summaryc
.492a .242 .233 4.04562
.609b .371 .356 3.70776
Model
1
2
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authoritya. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority,
measure of responsibility
b. 
Dependent Variable: role adjustmentc. 
 
 
 
ANOVAc
445.035 1 445.035 27.191 .000a
1391.195 85 16.367
1836.230 86
681.439 2 340.720 24.784 .000b
1154.791 84 13.748
1836.230 86
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authoritya. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, Responsibilityb. 
Dependent Variable: role adjustmentc. 
 
 
 
 
Coefficientsa
15.900 1.182 13.455 .000
.319 .061 .492 5.214 .000
6.878 2.430 2.830 .006
.328 .056 .507 5.855 .000
.182 .044 .359 4.147 .000
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
measure of responsibility
Model
1
2
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable: role adjustmenta. 
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Excluded Variablesc
.359a 4.147 .000 .412 .998
.301a 3.356 .001 .344 .991
.104a 1.108 .271 .120 1.000
.212a 2.296 .024 .243 .998
.167a 1.781 .079 .191 .991
-.014a -.091 .928 -.010 .356
.030a .212 .832 .023 .457
.108a 1.122 .265 .121 .965
.153
a
1.154 .252 .125 .504
.114a .741 .460 .081 .381
-.037
a
-.260 .795 -.028 .454
.146b 1.406 .163 .153 .688
-.137b -1.319 .191 -.143 .692
.027b .257 .798 .028 .710
.060b .649 .518 .071 .894
-.100b -.682 .497 -.075 .349
-.032b -.246 .806 -.027 .451
.151b 1.719 .089 .185 .952
.071
b
.573 .568 .063 .490
.209b 1.485 .141 .161 .371
-.131
b
-1.002 .319 -.109 .441
Responsibility
Socialization
Self-control
Good Impression
Sensitivity
interparental hostility
interparental conflict
relationship with child
fathers' attitude to child
support
parental authority
mothers' attitude to
contact
Socialization
Self-control
Good Impression
Sensitivity
interparental hostility
interparental conflict
relationship with child
fathers' attitude to child
support
parental authority
mothers' attitude to
contact
Model
1
2
Beta In t Sig.
Partial
Correlation Tolerance
Collinearity
Statistics
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authoritya. 
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, Responsibilityb. 
Dependent Variable: role adjustmentc. 
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Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Fatherhood salience  
 
 
 343
Model Summarye
.306a .094 .089 2.90842
.529b .280 .273 2.59871
.556c .309 .298 2.55243
.569d .324 .310 2.53158
Model
1
2
3
4
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant),satisfaction with authoritya. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authoriy,
parental authority
b. 
Predictors: (Constant),satisfaction with authority,
parental authority, level of involvement
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority,
parental authority, level of involvement, relationship
withi child
d. 
Dependent Variable: fatherhood saliencee. 
 
 
ANOVAe
167.889 1 167.889 19.848 .000a
1624.111 192 8.459
1792.000 193
502.116 2 251.058 37.175 .000b
1289.884 191 6.753
1792.000 193
554.169 3 184.723 28.354 .000c
1237.831 190 6.515
1792.000 193
580.721 4 145.180 22.653 .000d
1211.279 189 6.409
1792.000 193
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
4
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authoritya. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, parental authorityb. 
Predictors: (Constant),satisfaction with authority, parental authority, level of
involvement
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, parental authority, level of
involvement, relationship with child
d. 
Dependent Variable: fatherhood saliencee. 
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Coefficientsa
33.490 .597 56.129 .000
-.120 .027 -.306 -4.455 .000
31.290 .618 50.623 .000
-.319 .037 -.812 -8.587 .000
.553 .079 .665 7.035 .000
30.180 .723 41.746 .000
-.307 .037 -.779 -8.328 .000
.403 .094 .484 4.297 .000
.184 .065 .232 2.827 .005
28.297 1.170 24.178 .000
-.288 .038 -.733 -7.667 .000
.343 .097 .413 3.524 .001
.153 .067 .192 2.293 .023
.195 .096 .144 2.035 .043
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
parental authority
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
parental authority
level of involvement
(Constant)
satisfaction with authority
parental authority
level of involvement
relationship with child
Model
1
2
3
4
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable: fatherhood saliencea. 
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Excluded Variables(e) 
 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Model   Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 
Correlation Tolerance 
frequency of 
contact .201(a) 2.855 .005 .202 .921 
relationship 
with child .348(a) 5.331 .000 .360 .968 
level of 
contact .357(a) 5.336 .000 .360 .921 
level of 
involvement .432(a) 6.116 .000 .405 .796 
parental 
authority .665(a) 7.035 .000 .454 .422 
fathers' 
attitude to 
child support 
.206(a) 2.261 .025 .161 .554 
role 
adjustment .118(a) 1.561 .120 .112 .816 
interparental 
hostility -.225(a) -2.220 .028 -.159 .450 
role 
satisfaction .426(a) 3.980 .000 .277 .382 
interparental 
conflict -.032(a) -.340 .734 -.025 .543 
role strain .218(a) 1.246 .214 .090 .154 
1 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
-.186(a) -1.973 .050 -.141 .523 
frequency of 
contact .080(b) 1.197 .233 .087 .848 
relationship 
with child .182(b) 2.618 .010 .187 .754 
level of 
contact .192(b) 2.713 .007 .193 .729 
level of 
involvement .232(b) 2.827 .005 .201 .540 
fathers' 
attitude to 
child support 
.037(b) .432 .666 .031 .506 
role 
adjustment .036(b) .520 .604 .038 .791 
interparental 
hostility .022(b) .222 .825 .016 .385 
role 
satisfaction .107(b) .938 .349 .068 .289 
interparental 
conflict .086(b) 1.008 .315 .073 .523 
role strain 
-.045(b) -.279 .780 -.020 .145 
2 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
.055(b) .600 .549 .043 .443 
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Excluded variables 
3 frequency of 
contact -.096(c) -1.048 .296 -.076 .436 
relationship 
with child .144(c) 2.035 .043 .146 .713 
level of 
contact .094(c) .850 .396 .062 .298 
fathers' 
attitude to 
child support 
.075(c) .875 .383 .064 .494 
role 
adjustment .013(c) .191 .849 .014 .779 
interparental 
hostility .109(c) 1.072 .285 .078 .354 
role 
satisfaction -.010(c) -.082 .935 -.006 .251 
interparental 
conflict .137(c) 1.623 .106 .117 .502 
role strain 
-.070(c) -.441 .660 -.032 .145 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
.140(c) 1.486 .139 .107 .407 
4 frequency of 
contact -.139(d) -1.511 .132 -.110 .418 
level of 
contact .015(d) .126 .900 .009 .258 
fathers' 
attitude to 
child support 
.119(d) 1.365 .174 .099 .470 
role 
adjustment -.003(d) -.040 .968 -.003 .769 
interparental 
hostility .145(d) 1.429 .155 .104 .345 
role 
satisfaction -.172(d) -1.252 .212 -.091 .190 
interparental 
conflict .163(d) 1.934 .055 .140 .493 
role strain -.146(d) -.909 .365 -.066 .138 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
.184(d) 1.936 .054 .140 .392 
 
a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority 
b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, parental authority 
c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, parental authority, level of 
involvement 
d  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, parental authority, level of 
involvement relationship with child 
e  Dependent Variable: fatherhood salience 
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Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Role satisfaction  
 348
Model Summaryf
.772a .596 .594 5.71942
.812b .659 .655 5.27146
.823c .677 .671 5.14507
.833d .694 .688 5.01618
.837e .701 .693 4.97579
Model
1
2
3
4
5
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostilitya. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of
involvement
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of
involvement, distance from child
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of
involvement, distance from child, bitterness regarding
separation
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of
involvement, distance from child, bitterness regarding 
separation, level of contact
e. 
Dependent Variable:role satisfactionf. 
 
 
 
ANOVAf
9270.698 1 9270.698 283.405 .000a
6280.663 192 32.712
15551.361 193
10243.790 2 5121.895 184.318 .000b
5307.571 191 27.788
15551.361 193
10521.720 3 3507.240 132.490 .000c
5029.641 190 26.472
15551.361 193
10795.734 4 2698.934 107.262 .000d
4755.627 189 25.162
15551.361 193
10896.772 5 2179.354 88.025 .000e
4654.589 188 24.758
15551.361 193
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
4
5
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostilitya. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of involvementb. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of involvement , distance from
child
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of involvement , distance from
child, bitterness re separation
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of involvement , distance from
child, bitterness re separation, level of contact
e. 
Dependent Variable: role satisfactionf. 
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Coefficientsa
59.660 1.191 50.106 .000
-.494 .029 -.772 -16.835 .000
45.379 2.651 17.116 .000
-.380 .033 -.593 -11.410 .000
.718 .121 .308 5.918 .000
49.059 2.826 17.360 .000
-.377 .032 -.590 -11.619 .000
.585 .125 .251 4.675 .000
-1.047 .323 -.146 -3.240 .001
51.137 2.826 18.094 .000
-.364 .032 -.568 -11.394 .000
.567 .122 .243 4.639 .000
-1.145 .316 -.160 -3.618 .000
-.889 .269 -.135 -3.300 .001
49.645 2.899 17.124 .000
-.365 .032 -.570 -11.525 .000
.323 .171 .138 1.884 .061
-1.024 .319 -.143 -3.205 .002
-.940 .268 -.143 -3.500 .001
.165 .082 .137 2.020 .045
(Constant)
interparental hostility
(Constant)
interparental hostility
level of involvement
(Constant)
interparental hostility
level of involvement
distance from child
(Constant)
interparental hostility
level of involvement
distance from child
bitterness re separation
(Constant)
interparental hostility
level of involvement
distance from child
bitterness re separation
level of contact
Model
1
2
3
4
5
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable: role satisfactiona. 
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Excluded Variablesf
.098a 2.139 .034 .153 .991
.012a .235 .814 .017 .858
-.125a -2.740 .007 -.194 .973
-.215a -4.786 .000 -.327 .938
.237a 4.970 .000 .338 .821
.308a 5.918 .000 .394 .661
.277a 5.837 .000 .389 .797
.417a 2.868 .005 .203 9.574E-02
-.174
a
-1.561 .120 -.112 .169
.099b 2.367 .019 .169 .991
-.044b -.950 .343 -.069 .823
-.121b -2.884 .004 -.205 .972
-.146b -3.240 .001 -.229 .838
.095b 1.520 .130 .110 .453
.154b 2.217 .028 .159 .362
.143b .974 .332 .070 8.313E-02
-.091
b
-.878 .381 -.064 .166
.100c 2.440 .016 .175 .991
-.040c -.869 .386 -.063 .822
-.135c -3.300 .001 -.233 .964
.012c .181 .856 .013 .370
.115c 1.655 .100 .119 .349
.181c 1.262 .208 .091 8.260E-02
-.097
c
-.959 .339 -.070 .166
.065d 1.522 .130 .110 .894
-.042d -.954 .341 -.069 .822
.033d .495 .621 .036 .367
.137d 2.020 .045 .146 .346
.173d 1.239 .217 .090 8.258E-02
-.118
d
-1.191 .235 -.087 .165
.071e 1.698 .091 .123 .889
-.039e -.888 .376 -.065 .821
-.053e -.683 .495 -.050 .262
.192e 1.380 .169 .100 8.225E-02
-.098
e
-.998 .320 -.073 .163
control over separation
conflict at separation
bitterness re separation
distance from child
frequency of contact
level of involvement
level of contact
interparental conflict
mothers' attitude to
contact
control over separation
conflict at separation
bitterness re separation
distance from child
frequency of contact
level of contact
interparental conflict
mothers' attitude to
contact
control over separation
conflict at separation
bitterness re separation
frequency of contact
level of contact
interparental conflict
mothers' attitude to
contact
control over separation
conflict at separation
frequency of contact
level of contact
interparental conflict
mothers' attitude to
contact
control over separation
conflict at separation
frequency of contact
interparental conflict
mothers' attitude to
contact
Model
1
2
3
4
5
Beta In t Sig.
Partial
Correlation Tolerance
Collinearity
Statistics
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostilitya. 
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of involvementb. 
 Predicors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of involvement, distance from childc. 
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of involvement , distance from
child, bitterness re separation
d. 
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, level of involvement , distance from
child, bitterness re separation, level of contact
e. 
Dependent Variable: role satisfactionf. 
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Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Role strain  
 
 
 352
Model Summaryg
.731a .535 .532 5.09533
.763b .582 .578 4.84222
.778c .606 .599 4.71644
.789d .622 .614 4.62898
.797e .635 .625 4.56201
.804f .646 .634 4.50651
Model
1
2
3
4
5
6
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostilitya. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, control
over separation
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, control
over separation, fatherhood salience
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, control
over separation, fatherhood salience, level of
involvement
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, control
over separation, fatherhood salience, level of
involvement, bitterness regarding separation
e. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental relationship,
control over separation, fatherhood salience, level of
involvement, bitterness regarding separation, conflict at
separation
f. 
Dependent Variable: role straing. 
 353
ANOVAg
5612.944 1 5612.944 216.195 .000a
4880.930 188 25.962
10493.874 189
6109.265 2 3054.632 130.278 .000b
4384.609 187 23.447
10493.874 189
6356.346 3 2118.782 95.249 .000c
4137.528 186 22.245
10493.874 189
6529.786 4 1632.447 76.185 .000d
3964.087 185 21.427
10493.874 189
6664.473 5 1332.895 64.045 .000e
3829.401 184 20.812
10493.874 189
6777.393 6 1129.566 55.620 .000f
3716.481 183 20.309
10493.874 189
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
4
5
6
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostilitya. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, control over separationb. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, control over separation, fatherhood
salience
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, control over separation, fatherhood
salience, level of involvement
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, control over separation, fatherhood
salience, level of involvement, bitterness re separation
e. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, control over separation, fatherhood
salience, level of involvement, bitterness re separation, conflict at separation
f. 
Dependent Variable: role straing. 
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Coefficientsa
40.516 1.070 37.856 .000
-.384 .026 -.731 -14.704 .000
37.077 1.262 29.376 .000
-.370 .025 -.705 -14.820 .000
1.174 .255 .219 4.601 .000
49.156 3.827 12.844 .000
-.362 .024 -.690 -14.807 .000
1.012 .253 .189 3.998 .000
-.387 .116 -.157 -3.333 .001
46.424 3.877 11.974 .000
-.305 .031 -.581 -9.737 .000
.958 .249 .179 3.846 .000
-.514 .122 -.209 -4.198 .000
.332 .117 .173 2.845 .005
47.408 3.841 12.344 .000
-.302 .031 -.576 -9.791 .000
.760 .258 .142 2.950 .004
-.478 .122 -.194 -3.933 .000
.324 .115 .169 2.817 .005
-.666 .262 -.122 -2.544 .012
46.842 3.801 12.322 .000
-.276 .032 -.526 -8.499 .000
.792 .255 .148 3.108 .002
-.425 .122 -.173 -3.484 .001
.349 .114 .182 3.060 .003
-.707 .259 -.129 -2.730 .007
-.697 .295 -.116 -2.358 .019
(Constant)
interparental hostility
(Constant)
interparental hostility
control over separation
(Constant)
interparental hostility
control over separation
fatherhood salience
(Constant)
interparental hostility
control over separation
fatherhood salience
level of involvement
(Constant)
interparental hostility
control over separation
fatherhood salience
level of involvement
bitterness regarding
separation
(Constant)
interparental hostility
control over separation
fatherhood salience
level of involvement
bitterness regarding
separation
conflict at separation
Model
1
2
3
4
5
6
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable: role straina. 
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Excluded Variables(g) 
 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Model   Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 
Correlation Tolerance 
meaning of 
fatherhood -.151(a) -3.098 .002 -.221 .999 
conflict at 
separation -.114(a) -2.154 .033 -.156 .860 
bitterness re 
separation -.199(a) -4.136 .000 -.290 .988 
preferred 
arrangement at 
separation 
-.128(a) -2.534 .012 -.182 .949 
distance from 
child -.105(a) -2.043 .042 -.148 .928 
length of 
relationship .116(a) 2.325 .021 .168 .977 
control over 
separation .219(a) 4.601 .000 .319 .986 
frequency of 
contact .034(a) .605 .546 .044 .801 
level of 
involvement .080(a) 1.292 .198 .094 .638 
level of contact -.006(a) -.107 .915 -.008 .782 
relationship with 
child .012(a) .219 .827 .016 .845 
interparental 
conflict .249(a) 1.534 .127 .111 9.322E-02 
mothers' attitude 
to contact -.053(a) -.432 .666 -.032 .166 
1 
fatherhood 
salience -.194(a) -4.018 .000 -.282 .985 
meaning of 
fatherhood -.113(b) -2.365 .019 -.171 .961 
conflict at 
separation -.124(b) -2.468 .015 -.178 .859 
bitterness re 
separation -.142(b) -2.881 .004 -.207 .882 
preferred 
arrangement at 
separation 
-.087(b) -1.772 .078 -.129 .913 
distance from 
child -.112(b) -2.313 .022 -.167 .927 
length of 
relationship .096(b) 2.008 .046 .146 .968 
frequency of 
contact .041(b) .782 .435 .057 .800 
level of 
involvement .080(b) 1.355 .177 .099 .638 
level of contact .006(b) .118 .906 .009 .780 
relationship with 
child .033(b) .642 .522 .047 .838 
interparental 
conflict .170(b) 1.091 .277 .080 9.201E-02 
mothers' attitude 
to contact -.049(b) -.421 .675 -.031 .166 
2 
fatherhood 
salience -.157(b) -3.333 .001 -.237 .949 
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Excluded variables 
3 meaning of 
fatherhood -.050(c) -.935 .351 -.069 .747 
conflict at 
separation -.092(c) -1.815 .071 -.132 .816 
bitterness re 
separation -.125(c) -2.573 .011 -.186 .870 
preferred 
arrangement at 
separation 
-.057(c) -1.160 .247 -.085 .876 
distance from 
child -.110(c) -2.333 .021 -.169 .926 
length of 
relationship .090(c) 1.937 .054 .141 .967 
frequency of 
contact .071(c) 1.359 .176 .099 .779 
level of 
involvement .173(c) 2.845 .005 .205 .554 
level of contact .075(c) 1.362 .175 .100 .687 
relationship with 
child .098(c) 1.862 .064 .136 .749 
interparental 
conflict .298(c) 1.929 .055 .140 8.739E-02 
mothers' attitude 
to contact -.053(c) -.471 .638 -.035 .166 
4 meaning of 
fatherhood -.055(d) -1.055 .293 -.078 .746 
conflict at 
separation -.106(d) -2.140 .034 -.156 .809 
bitterness re 
separation -.122(d) -2.544 .012 -.184 .869 
preferred 
arrangement at 
separation 
-.075(d) -1.547 .124 -.113 .863 
distance from 
child -.076(d) -1.544 .124 -.113 .836 
length of 
relationship .080(d) 1.745 .083 .128 .961 
frequency of 
contact -.048(d) -.694 .488 -.051 .432 
level of contact -.065(d) -.851 .396 -.063 .350 
relationship with 
child .065(d) 1.200 .232 .088 .700 
interparental 
conflict .214(d) 1.370 .172 .100 8.328E-02 
mothers' attitude 
to contact -.001(d) -.009 .993 -.001 .161 
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Excluded variables 
5 meaning of 
fatherhood -.055(e) -1.065 .288 -.078 .746 
conflict at 
separation -.116(e) -2.358 .019 -.172 .805 
preferred 
arrangement at 
separation 
-.075(e) -1.562 .120 -.115 .863 
distance from 
child -.089(e) -1.840 .067 -.135 .828 
length of 
relationship .090(e) 1.994 .048 .146 .954 
frequency of 
contact -.025(e) -.358 .721 -.026 .424 
level of contact -.046(e) -.608 .544 -.045 .346 
relationship with 
child .052(e) .980 .328 .072 .694 
interparental 
conflict .223(e) 1.449 .149 .107 8.324E-02 
mothers' attitude 
to contact -.021(e) -.186 .853 -.014 .161 
6 meaning of 
fatherhood -.056(f) -1.109 .269 -.082 .746 
preferred 
arrangement at 
separation 
-.071(f) -1.505 .134 -.111 .862 
distance from 
child -.089(f) -1.861 .064 -.137 .828 
length of 
relationship .082(f) 1.826 .070 .134 .948 
frequency of 
contact -.041(f) -.606 .545 -.045 .419 
level of contact -.060(f) -.794 .428 -.059 .345 
relationship with 
child .048(f) .916 .361 .068 .693 
interparental 
conflict .240(f) 1.577 .117 .116 8.307E-02 
mothers' attitude 
to contact -.006(f) -.052 .959 -.004 .160 
 
a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility 
b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility , control over separation 
c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, control over separation, 
fatherhood salience 
d  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, control over separation, 
fatherhood salience, level of involvement 
e  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, control over separation, 
fatherhood salience, level of involvement, bitterness re separation 
f  Predictors in the Model: (Constant),  interparental hostility, control over separation, 
fatherhood salience, level of involvement, bitterness re separation, conflict at separation 
g  Dependent Variable: role strain 
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Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Parental authority  
 359
Model Summaryi
.785a .617 .615 2.27535
.837b .701 .698 2.01599
.856c .733 .729 1.90878
.872d .761 .756 1.81217
.877e .770 .764 1.78179
.883f .779 .773 1.74896
.889g .790 .782 1.71153
.888h .788 .782 1.71283
Model
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), happiness with influencea. 
Predictors: (Constant), happiness with influence ,
relationship with child
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), happiness with influence ,
relationship with child, attitude to child support
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), happiness with influence ,
relationship with child, attitude to child support, level of
contact
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), happiness with influence ,
relationship with child, attitude to child support, level of
contact, mothers' attitude to contact
e. 
Predictors: (Constant), happiness with influence,
relationship with child, attitude to child support, level of
contact, mothers' attitude to contact, interparental
conflict
f. 
Predictors: (Constant), happiness with influence ,
relationship with child, attitude to child support, level of
contact, mothers' attitude to contact, interparental
conflict, interparental hostility
g. 
Predictors: (Constant), happiness with influence ,
relationship with child, attitude to child support, level of
contact, interparental conflict, interparental hostility
h. 
Dependent Variable:parental authorityi. 
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ANOVAi
1650.907 1 1650.907 318.878 .000a
1025.093 198 5.177
2676.000 199
1875.348 2 937.674 230.714 .000b
800.652 197 4.064
2676.000 199
1961.886 3 653.962 179.490 .000c
714.114 196 3.643
2676.000 199
2035.630 4 508.908 154.968 .000d
640.370 195 3.284
2676.000 199
2060.094 5 412.019 129.779 .000e
615.906 194 3.175
2676.000 199
2085.642 6 347.607 113.640 .000f
590.358 193 3.059
2676.000 199
2113.567 7 301.938 103.074 .000g
562.433 192 2.929
2676.000 199
2109.776 6 351.629 119.854 .000h
566.224 193 2.934
2676.000 199
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authoritya. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with childb. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, fathers'
attitude to child support
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, fathers'
attitude to child support, level of contact
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, fathers'
attitude to child support, level of contact, mothers' attitude to contact
e. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, fathers'
attitude to child support, level of contact, mothers' attitude to contact, interparental
conflict
f. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, fathers'
attitude to child support, level of contact, mothers' attitude to contact, interparental
conflict, interparental hostility
g. 
Predictors: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, fathers'
attitude to child support, level of contact, interparental conflict, interparental hostility
h. 
Dependent Variable: parental authorityi. 
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Coefficientsa
4.085 .440 9.284 .000
.399 .022 .785 17.857 .000
-1.874 .892 -2.102 .037
.369 .020 .726 18.262 .000
.486 .065 .296 7.431 .000
-2.632 .859 -3.066 .002
.279 .027 .549 10.488 .000
.512 .062 .311 8.237 .000
.201 .041 .251 4.874 .000
-2.917 .817 -3.570 .000
.258 .026 .507 10.039 .000
.338 .070 .205 4.860 .000
.207 .039 .258 5.285 .000
.101 .021 .205 4.739 .000
.196 1.380 .142 .887
.197 .033 .387 5.873 .000
.306 .069 .186 4.411 .000
.231 .039 .288 5.845 .000
8.288E-02 .022 .168 3.775 .000
-.157 .057 -.158 -2.776 .006
-.660 1.386 -.476 .634
.214 .033 .422 6.414 .000
.299 .068 .182 4.398 .000
.238 .039 .296 6.121 .000
8.384E-02 .022 .170 3.890 .000
-.281 .070 -.283 -4.003 .000
.101 .035 .184 2.890 .004
1.853 1.582 1.171 .243
.202 .033 .397 6.119 .000
.272 .067 .165 4.043 .000
.202 .040 .252 5.083 .000
7.703E-02 .021 .156 3.632 .000
-.102 .090 -.103 -1.138 .257
.269 .064 .489 4.185 .000
-.139 .045 -.529 -3.088 .002
1.861 1.583 1.175 .241
.210 .032 .413 6.532 .000
.274 .067 .167 4.075 .000
.186 .037 .233 4.990 .000
7.957E-02 .021 .161 3.770 .000
.291 .061 .529 4.736 .000
-.172 .034 -.654 -4.994 .000
(Constant)
happiness with influence
(Constant)
happiness with influence
relationship with child
(Constant)
happiness with influence
relationship with child
attitude to child support
(Constant)
happiness with influence
relationship with child
attitude to child support
level of contact
(Constant)
happiness with influence
relationship with child
attitude to child support
level of contact
mothers' attitude to
contact
(Constant)
happiness with influence
relationship with child
attitude to child support
level of contact
mothers' attitude to
contact
interparental conflict
(Constant)
happiness with influence
relationship with child
attitude to child support
level of contact
mothers' attitude to
contact
interparental conflict
inerparental hostility
(Constant)
happiness with influence
relationship with child
attitude to child support
level of contact
interparental conflict
inerparental hostility
Model
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable: parental authoritya. 
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Excluded Variables(i) 
 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Model   Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 
Correlation Tolerance 
frequency of 
contact .178(a) 4.024 .000 .276 .914 
level of 
contact .302(a) 7.428 .000 .468 .919 
relationship 
with child .296(a) 7.431 .000 .468 .960 
role 
adjustment .121(a) 2.508 .013 .176 .815 
interparental 
hostility -.292(a) -4.379 .000 -.298 .399 
interparental 
conflict -.086(a) -1.381 .169 -.098 .495 
fathers' 
attitude to 
child support 
.215(a) 3.616 .000 .249 .518 
1 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
-.284(a) -4.705 .000 -.318 .481 
frequency of 
contact .072(b) 1.626 .105 .115 .777 
level of 
contact .197(b) 4.284 .000 .293 .660 
role 
adjustment .060(b) 1.377 .170 .098 .784 
interparental 
hostility -.156(b) -2.404 .017 -.169 .354 
interparental 
conflict .003(b) .044 .965 .003 .472 
fathers' 
attitude to 
child support 
.251(b) 4.874 .000 .329 .514 
2 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
-.153(b) -2.575 .011 -.181 .419 
3 frequency of 
contact .098(c) 2.359 .019 .167 .765 
level of 
contact .205(c) 4.739 .000 .321 .659 
role 
adjustment .034(c) .808 .420 .058 .770 
interparental 
hostility -.167(c) -2.738 .007 -.192 .354 
interparental 
conflict -.021(c) -.382 .703 -.027 .469 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
-.223(c) -3.953 .000 -.272 .399 
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Excluded variables 
4 frequency of 
contact -.110(d) -1.785 .076 -.127 .322 
role 
adjustment -.011(d) -.257 .797 -.018 .729 
interparental 
hostility -.098(d) -1.600 .111 -.114 .327 
interparental 
conflict .029(d) .548 .584 .039 .450 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
-.158(d) -2.776 .006 -.195 .364 
5 frequency of 
contact -.108(e) -1.790 .075 -.128 .322 
role 
adjustment -.017(e) -.416 .678 -.030 .726 
interparental 
hostility .078(e) .823 .411 .059 .132 
interparental 
conflict .184(e) 2.890 .004 .204 .283 
6 frequency of 
contact -.091(f) -1.531 .127 -.110 .318 
role 
adjustment -.005(f) -.128 .898 -.009 .719 
interparental 
hostility -.529(f) -3.088 .002 -.217 3.732E-02 
7 frequency of 
contact -.085(g) -1.446 .150 -.104 .318 
role 
adjustment .002(g) .045 .964 .003 .716 
8 frequency of 
contact -.086(h) -1.477 .141 -.106 .318 
role 
adjustment .003(h) .070 .944 .005 .717 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
-.103(h) -1.138 .257 -.082 .134 
a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority 
b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child 
c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, 
fathers' attitude to child support 
d  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, 
fathers' attitude to child support, level of contact 
e  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, 
fathers' attitude to child support, level of contact, mothers' attitude to contact 
f  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, 
fathers' attitude to child support, level of contact, mothers' attitude to contact, interparental 
conflict 
g  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, 
fathers' attitude to child support, level of contact, mothers' attitude to contact, interparental 
conflict, interparental hostility 
h  Predictors in the Model: (Constant),satisfaction with authority, relationship with child, 
fathers' attitude to child support, level of contact, interparental conflict, interparental hostility 
i  Dependent Variable:parental authority 
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Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Satisfaction with parental authority  
 
 365
Model Summaryf
.783a .614 .612 4.46740
.849b .721 .719 3.80288
.877c .769 .765 3.47183
.883d .780 .776 3.39451
.886e .786 .780 3.36325
Model
1
2
3
4
5
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), parental authoritya. 
Predictors: (Constant), parental authority, fatherhood
salience
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), parental authority, fatherhood
salience, interparental hostility
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), parental authority, fatherhood
salience, interparental hostility, relationship with child
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), parental authority, fatherhood
salience, interparental hostility, relationship with child,
level of contact
e. 
Dependent Variable:satisfaction with parental authorityf. 
 
ANOVAf
6085.529 1 6085.529 304.921 .000a
3831.878 192 19.958
9917.407 193
7155.191 2 3577.595 247.381 .000b
2762.217 191 14.462
9917.407 193
7627.218 3 2542.406 210.925 .000c
2290.189 190 12.054
9917.407 193
7739.618 4 1934.904 167.921 .000d
2177.789 189 11.523
9917.407 193
7790.854 5 1558.171 137.752 .000e
2126.553 188 11.311
9917.407 193
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
4
5
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), parental authoritya. 
Predictors: (Constant),  parental authority, fatherhood salienceb. 
Predictors: (Constant),  parental authority, fatherhood salience, interparental
hostility
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), parental authority, fatherhood salience, interparental
hostility, relationship with child
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), parental authority, fatherhood salience, interparental
hostility, relationship with child, level of contact
e. 
Dependent Variable: satisfaction with parental authorityf. 
 
 
 
 366
Coefficientsa
.787 1.052 .748 .456
1.533 .088 .783 17.462 .000
24.414 2.890 8.449 .000
1.564 .075 .799 20.901 .000
-.773 .090 -.329 -8.600 .000
32.450 2.934 11.060 .000
1.091 .102 .557 10.710 .000
-.649 .084 -.276 -7.685 .000
-.169 .027 -.328 -6.258 .000
34.863 2.971 11.735 .000
1.158 .102 .592 11.366 .000
-.562 .087 -.239 -6.452 .000
-.182 .027 -.354 -6.814 .000
-.399 .128 -.125 -3.123 .002
35.108 2.946 11.918 .000
1.186 .102 .606 11.649 .000
-.526 .088 -.224 -5.975 .000
-.194 .027 -.377 -7.171 .000
-.291 .137 -.091 -2.132 .034
-9.15E-02 .043 -.095 -2.128 .035
(Constant)
parental authority
(Constant)
parental authority
fatherhood
salience
(Constant)
parental authority
fatherhood
salience
interparental
hostility
(Constant)
parental authority
fatherhood
salience
interparental
hostility
relationship with
child
(Constant)
parental authority
fatherhood
salience
interparental
hostility
relationship with
child
level of contact
Model
1
2
3
4
5
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable:satisfaction with parental authoritya. 
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Excluded Variables(f) 
 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Model   Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 
Correlation Tolerance 
fatherhood 
salience -.329(a) -8.600 .000 -.528 .998 
relationship 
with child -.181(a) -3.756 .000 -.262 .809 
level of 
involvement -.112(a) -1.865 .064 -.134 .548 
role 
adjustment .107(a) 2.184 .030 .156 .816 
interparental 
hostility -.423(a) -7.266 .000 -.465 .468 
interparental 
conflict -.364(a) -7.264 .000 -.465 .632 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
-.323(a) -5.448 .000 -.367 .498 
level of 
contact -.147(a) -2.898 .004 -.205 .757 
1 
frequency of 
contact -.023(a) -.470 .639 -.034 .848 
relationship 
with child -.082(b) -1.861 .064 -.134 .741 
level of 
involvement -.009(b) -.166 .868 -.012 .518 
role 
adjustment .085(b) 2.034 .043 .146 .813 
interparental 
hostility -.328(b) -6.258 .000 -.413 .443 
interparental 
conflict -.271(b) -5.869 .000 -.392 .584 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
-.236(b) -4.466 .000 -.308 .476 
level of 
contact -.056(b) -1.247 .214 -.090 .710 
2 
frequency of 
contact .008(b) .200 .842 .014 .842 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 368
Excluded variables 
3 relationship 
with child -.125(c) -3.123 .002 -.222 .722 
level of 
involvement -.099(c) -1.983 .049 -.143 .480 
role 
adjustment .039(c) .977 .330 .071 .781 
interparental 
conflict -.037(c) -.293 .770 -.021 7.832E-02 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
.054(c) .632 .528 .046 .167 
level of 
contact -.131(c) -3.121 .002 -.221 .664 
frequency of 
contact -.057(c) -1.445 .150 -.105 .786 
4 level of 
involvement -.075(d) -1.514 .132 -.110 .466 
role 
adjustment .048(d) 1.252 .212 .091 .776 
interparental 
conflict -.024(d) -.201 .841 -.015 7.824E-02 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
.016(d) .193 .847 .014 .164 
level of 
contact -.095(d) -2.128 .035 -.153 .572 
frequency of 
contact -.027(d) -.677 .499 -.049 .732 
5 level of 
involvement -.009(e) -.143 .887 -.010 .260 
role 
adjustment .064(e) 1.654 .100 .120 .753 
interparental 
conflict -.025(e) -.206 .837 -.015 7.824E-02 
mothers' 
attitude to 
contact 
-.007(e) -.088 .930 -.006 .161 
frequency of 
contact .088(e) 1.445 .150 .105 .308 
 
a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), parental authority 
b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), parental authority, fatherhood salience 
c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), parental authority, fatherhood salience, interparental 
hostility 
d  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), parental authority, fatherhood salience, interparental 
hostility, relationship with child 
e  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), parental authority, fatherhood salience, interparental 
hostility, relationship with child, level of contact 
f  Dependent Variable:satisfaction with parental authority 
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Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Mothers’ attitude to contact  
 
 370
Model Summaryd
.834a .696 .693 1.97536
.880b .775 .770 1.71053
.887c .786 .779 1.67614
Model
1
2
3
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), conflict with mother over contacta. 
Predictors: (Constant), conflict with mother over
contact, role satisfaction
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), conflict with mother over
contact, role satisfaction, role adjustment
c. 
Dependent Variable: mothers' attitude to contactd. 
 
 
ANOVAd
804.250 1 804.250 206.109 .000a
351.185 90 3.902
1155.435 91
895.028 2 447.514 152.948 .000b
260.407 89 2.926
1155.435 91
908.204 3 302.735 107.756 .000c
247.231 88 2.809
1155.435 91
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), conflict with mother re contacta. 
Predictors: (Constant), conflict with mothe re contact, role satisfactionb. 
Predictors: (Constant), conflict with mother  re contact, role satisfaction, role
adjustment
c. 
Dependent Variable: mothers' attitude to contactd. 
 
Coefficientsa
3.165 .417 7.592 .000
2.147 .150 .834 14.357 .000
10.954 1.444 7.585 .000
1.473 .177 .572 8.308 .000
-.150 .027 -.384 -5.570 .000
10.995 1.415 7.769 .000
1.347 .183 .523 7.350 .000
-.211 .039 -.539 -5.475 .000
.127 .059 .166 2.166 .033
(Constant)
conflict with mother over
contact
(Constant)
conflict with mother over
contact
role satisfaction
(Constant)
conflict with mother over
contact
role satisfaction
role adjustment
Model
1
2
3
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable: mothers' attitude to contacta. 
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Excluded Variablesd
-.182a -2.798 .006 -.284 .743
-.241a -3.648 .000 -.361 .681
-.150a -2.438 .017 -.250 .842
-.150a -2.489 .015 -.255 .881
-.057a -.985 .327 -.104 .999
-.139a -2.301 .024 -.237 .882
-.384a -5.570 .000 -.508 .534
-.288a -3.993 .000 -.390 .556
-.309a -4.222 .000 -.409 .531
-.286a -4.393 .000 -.422 .662
-.093b -1.528 .130 -.161 .676
-.098b -1.400 .165 -.148 .516
-.033b -.543 .589 -.058 .705
-.037b -.632 .529 -.067 .742
-.010b -.202 .840 -.022 .971
.166b 2.166 .033 .225 .415
-.074b -.830 .409 -.088 .318
-.108b -1.213 .228 -.128 .316
-.068b -.741 .460 -.079 .299
-.074c -1.220 .226 -.130 .659
-.062c -.873 .385 -.093 .479
-.017c -.279 .781 -.030 .694
-.010c -.165 .869 -.018 .705
-.051c -.961 .339 -.102 .869
-.025c -.275 .784 -.029 .295
-.075c -.841 .403 -.090 .305
-.080c -.884 .379 -.094 .298
frequency of contact
level of  involvement
level of contact
relationship with child
Socialization
role adjustment
role satisfaction
parental authority
satisfaction with authority
role strain
frequency of contact
level of  involvement
level of contact
relationship with child
Socialization
role adjustment
parental authority
satisfaction with authority
role strain
frequency of contact
level of  involvement
level of contact
relationship with child
Socialization
parental authority
satisfaction with authority
role strain
Model
1
2
3
Beta In t Sig.
Partial
Correlation Tolerance
Collinearity
Statistics
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), conflict with mother re contacta. 
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), conflict with mother re contact, role satisfactionb. 
Predictors in the Model: (Constant), conflict with mother re contact, role satisfaction, role
adjustment
c. 
Dependent Variable:mothers' attitude to contactd. 
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Regression analysis for measure of  
 
 
Fathers’ attitude to child support  
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Model Summaryh
.514a .265 .261 3.92812
.558b .311 .304 3.81087
.587c .345 .335 3.72606
.625d .391 .378 3.60294
.649e .421 .406 3.52022
.659f .434 .417 3.49010
.672g .452 .432 3.44421
Model
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
R R Square
Adjusted
R Square
Std. Error of
the Estimate
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostilitya. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount
of child support
b. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount
of child support, interparental conflict
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount
of child support, interparental conflict, mothers' attitude
to contact
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount
of child support, interparental conflict, mothers' attitude
to contact, role adjustment
e. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount of
child support, interparental conflict, mothers' attitude to
contact, role adjustment, frequency of contact
f. 
Predictors: (Constant),interparental hostility, amount of
child support, interparental conflict, mothers' attitude to
contact, role adjustment, frequency of contact, level of
involvement
g. 
Dependent Variable: fathers' attitude to child supporth. 
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ANOVAh
1110.223 1 1110.223 71.952 .000a
3086.020 200 15.430
4196.243 201
1306.219 2 653.110 44.972 .000b
2890.023 199 14.523
4196.243 201
1447.304 3 482.435 34.749 .000c
2748.939 198 13.884
4196.243 201
1638.953 4 409.738 31.564 .000d
2557.290 197 12.981
4196.243 201
1767.418 5 353.484 28.525 .000e
2428.824 196 12.392
4196.243 201
1820.991 6 303.499 24.916 .000f
2375.251 195 12.181
4196.243 201
1894.906 7 270.701 22.820 .000g
2301.336 194 11.863
4196.243 201
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Model
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostilitya. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount of child supportb. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility,  amount of child support, interparental
conflict
c. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount of child support, interparental
conflict, mothers' attitude to contact
d. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount of child support, interparental
conflict, mothers' attitude to contact, role adjustment
e. 
Predictors: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount of child support, interparental
conflict, mothers' attitude to contact, role adjustment, frequency of contact
f. 
Predictors: (Constant),interparental hostility, amount of child support, interparental
conflict, mothers' attitude to contact, role adjustment, frequency of contact, level of
involvement
g. 
Dependent Variable: fathers' attitude to child supporth. 
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Coefficientsa
16.636 .813 20.471 .000
-.169 .020 -.514 -8.482 .000
20.095 1.228 16.362 .000
-.173 .019 -.527 -8.937 .000
-.818 .223 -.216 -3.674 .000
21.523 1.282 16.793 .000
-.359 .061 -1.095 -5.843 .000
-.929 .221 -.246 -4.212 .000
.409 .128 .596 3.188 .002
22.268 1.254 17.752 .000
-.584 .083 -1.783 -7.000 .000
-.845 .214 -.224 -3.945 .000
.545 .129 .795 4.225 .000
.678 .176 .548 3.842 .000
17.287 1.974 8.759 .000
-.555 .082 -1.694 -6.763 .000
-.870 .210 -.230 -4.153 .000
.542 .126 .790 4.299 .000
.682 .172 .552 3.958 .000
.186 .058 .196 3.220 .002
19.236 2.166 8.880 .000
-.563 .081 -1.718 -6.914 .000
-.836 .208 -.221 -4.010 .000
.547 .125 .798 4.377 .000
.639 .172 .517 3.714 .000
.203 .058 .214 3.505 .001
-.420 .200 -.129 -2.097 .037
16.470 2.408 6.840 .000
-.479 .087 -1.461 -5.489 .000
-.889 .207 -.235 -4.299 .000
.425 .133 .619 3.196 .002
.624 .170 .505 3.670 .000
.192 .057 .203 3.359 .001
-.867 .267 -.267 -3.251 .001
.284 .114 .241 2.496 .013
(Constant)
interparental hostility
(Constant)
interparental hostility
amount of child support
(Constant)
interparental hostility
amount of child support
interparental conflict
(Constant)
interparental hostility
amount of child support
interparental conflict
mothers' attitude to
contact
(Constant)
interparental hostility
amount of child support
interparental conflict
mothers' attitude to
contact
role adjustment
(Constant)
interparental hostility
amount of child support
interparental conflict
mothers' attitude to
contact
role adjustment
frequency of contact
(Constant)
interparental hostility
amount of child support
interparental conflict
mothers' attitude to
contact
role adjustment
frequency of contact
level of involvement
Model
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
B Std. Error
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta
Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
Dependent Variable: fathers' attitude to child supporta. 
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Excluded Variables(h) 
 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Model   Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 
Correlation Tolerance 
yearly income -.143(a) -2.363 .019 -.165 .982 
bitterness re 
separation -.121(a) -1.982 .049 -.139 .973 
frequency of 
contact -.139(a) -2.066 .040 -.145 .801 
amount of child 
support -.216(a) -3.674 .000 -.252 .997 
level of 
involvement .064(a) .854 .394 .060 .648 
level of contact -.105(a) -1.514 .132 -.107 .767 
role adjustment .186(a) 2.791 .006 .194 .797 
mothers' attitude 
to contact .450(a) 3.102 .002 .215 .168 
1 
interparental 
conflict .473(a) 2.456 .015 .172 9.689E-02 
yearly income -.023(b) -.311 .756 -.022 .643 
bitterness re 
separation -.141(b) -2.384 .018 -.167 .965 
frequency of 
contact -.115(b) -1.747 .082 -.123 .792 
level of 
involvement .117(b) 1.580 .116 .112 .627 
level of contact -.069(b) -1.011 .313 -.072 .749 
role adjustment .196(b) 3.039 .003 .211 .795 
mothers' attitude 
to contact .383(b) 2.679 .008 .187 .164 
2 
interparental 
conflict .596(b) 3.188 .002 .221 9.450E-02 
3 yearly income -.033(c) -.453 .651 -.032 .642 
bitterness re 
separation -.146(c) -2.530 .012 -.177 .965 
frequency of 
contact -.127(c) -1.972 .050 -.139 .790 
level of 
involvement .049(c) .632 .528 .045 .564 
level of contact -.106(c) -1.582 .115 -.112 .729 
role adjustment .194(c) 3.077 .002 .214 .795 
mothers' attitude 
to contact .548(c) 3.842 .000 .264 .152 
4 yearly income -.007(d) -.104 .917 -.007 .636 
bitterness re 
separation -.133(d) -2.372 .019 -.167 .961 
frequency of 
contact -.100(d) -1.585 .114 -.113 .779 
level of 
involvement .064(d) .861 .390 .061 .562 
level of contact -.074(d) -1.129 .260 -.080 .716 
role adjustment .196(d) 3.220 .002 .224 .795 
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Excluded variables 
5 yearly income -.044(e) -.632 .528 -.045 .620 
bitterness re 
separation -.101(e) -1.799 .074 -.128 .922 
frequency of 
contact -.129(e) -2.097 .037 -.149 .764 
level of 
involvement .030(e) .413 .680 .030 .550 
level of contact -.127(e) -1.940 .054 -.138 .680 
6 yearly income -.045(f) -.662 .509 -.047 .620 
bitterness re 
separation -.090(f) -1.595 .112 -.114 .911 
level of 
involvement .241(f) 2.496 .013 .176 .302 
level of contact -.053(f) -.520 .604 -.037 .279 
7 yearly income -.040(g) -.598 .551 -.043 .619 
bitterness re 
separation -.080(g) -1.445 .150 -.103 .907 
level of contact -.189(g) -1.723 .086 -.123 .232 
 
a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility 
b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount of child support 
c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount of child support, 
interparental conflict 
d  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount of child support, 
interparental conflict, mothers' attitude to contact 
e  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount of child support, 
interparental conflict, mothers' attitude to contact, role adjustment 
f  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount of child support, 
interparental conflict, mothers' attitude to contact, role adjustment, frequency of contact 
g  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), interparental hostility, amount of child support, 
interparental conflict, mothers' attitude to contact, role adjustment, frequency of contact, level 
of involvement 
h  Dependent Variable: fathers' attitude to child support 
 
 
 
 
 
